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5T.Jos.EPH LEAD COMPANY . 
. -

CLINTON H.CRAN£..~CC.IDICW'r -~­

.l~N K. CORNELL.VICE.· .... ~ .. SAL.CS Mm.tl. 

L&ONIDAS H.. B£SSON,v1~K .. Mt1Ca.a 9C~CTa.fllV 

K. a.M.c&owN. A.SST.~ 

250 PARK AVENUE 

ARTHUR !°<·M~TCHELL, .... s.T.TO ~esu:n.NT . 

ROBERT SENNETT . ...... .,.. sE:c11tCT~ .. .., 

NEwYoRK 

S~. Louis Smelting & Refining Company, 
722 Chestnut Street,. 
St. Louis, Missouri. 

J?ear Sirs: 

TEL~ ...... oN-:. VAHOCllUllLT tSIOO 

. June 17 , 1926 

'D7L.T 

cAllL£ .. OOltC.SS 
"SA.I Ill.JOE" N ~ w Yo otK 

40527641 

I llllll 11~11111111111~ 11111111111111111111 
Superfund 

O~ f l? I~ 
We have puxchased $129,900 par value Qf the First Mort­

gage bonds on the mine La Motte property with intera~t; . $200,000 

of the Senior SeconQ Mortgage bonds with interest; $15,000 of the 

Junior Second ~ortgage bonds with interest. We have invested 

$302,456.33 with interest to A?ril 30, 1926, in exploration and 

prospecting of the :Mine .La Motte Domain and adjacent property 

toward which you have already a.dvai-i.ced $54,468.16. We have modi­

fied our contract of July 7, 1923, . with the Sweetwater Mining 

Company. Copies of the o:riginai contrac·t and. of its· modification 

are· already in your !)OS session. We offer y·.)U ti1e opportunity to 

participate ~ith us on equal partnership basis in the operation of 

the Mine La ~otte properties w1der this contract, under the follow-

ing general ter!ns: 

(1) You are to pay to us half of our investment in the 

bonds and to increase your payments unti.l your investment equals 

O_UJ"§ ::=-accouJ?:t.~_J!.g f_!pm now_ on to be Q!L-2,_ mon.i'QJy basis . __ .!11_ future ~--- ____ _ 
... - - . . . . , . ···-- . . -- . .. . ··- - ·-··· ···-·. ·-- -- · .·--;--···- --··· - : . -· . -·· 

aiivances to be snared equ,ally be.tween your company and ours and 

all profits, under the contract to be divided equally between us. 

(2) The development and operati::>n of Mine La Motte 

properties :to be carried on w1d.er the i:n.:r:ediate and direct super-
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vi si_on of the St. Joseph Lead Company or_ga.nization, provided, that 

t~e officers of the St. Jose9h Lead Company and St! Louis Smelting 

& Refining C~mpany shall confer and reach agreement .upon all matters 
. . 

of policy and upon all contemplated major capital expenditures 

before any such policy shall be adopted. or any sue~ ca-pi-tal ex­

pe~di tures shall be made, and to this end conference shall be 

arranged from time to time. 

The saiaries of any st. Joseph Lead Company employees 
. ' 

who are employed in the .Mine La Yotte operation as wel as on 

ope~ations in St. Francoi5 County will be prorated on a man shift 

ba·sis. Such prorate to be subject to the approval of the St. Louis 

Smelting & Refining Company. 

(3) Custom Milling of Mine La Motte Ores. If,as is now 

contemplated·, Mine La Motte ores are shipped to St. Francois County 

for custom milling in the plants of eit~er of said .companies, such 

ores shall be accounted for to the iliine La Motte operation on the 

following basis: · 

a. Ores to be delivered f .o.b. mills. 
b. 90% of the lead coi1tent of ores to be accounted fo~ in 

resultant conc~ntrate. 
c. 1Jilling charges to be actual milling cost, plus overhead 

pro~ated on a man shift basis. 
d. The concentrate equivalent of 90% of ~he lead content of 

the · ores to be returned by the mills f.o.b. cars at mills. 

(4) Smelting of Ores and Concentrates. All gravity con-

centrates shall be sh.i~ped to the plan_t of the St. Louis Smelting 

& Refining Co~?any at Collinsville, Illinois, and all flotat~on 

concentrates shall be shi9pe~ to tr.e plant of the St. Jos_e~1h Lead 

Co~n9any at HerculaneUl'n, Miss·ou.ri, and each of the said compaI1ies 

shall account to· the Mine La Motte o~eration for such concentrates 

on the following basis: 
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Pay for 9~ of the''lead cpnt·ent of such conceit~rates ·at the 
Engi·neering & lilning Journal's average '9:rice for pig- lead. at East 
St. Louis, Illinois, during the month in which concentrates are 
shipoed· ; · · - , . . 

. . '~-· . 

Less all freight charges that may follow shipments; and_ 
,,,1 

Less a treatment charge equal to the actual cost to said com­
panies, respectively of uroducing chemical lead plus overhaad.. 
Such treatment charge tc{ ue calculated on the basis of dry weight. 
of concentl'atea ,. whether fl·otation, or gravity. 

(5) Reoorts and Accounting. _The St. Joseph Lead. Com­

pany shall furnish the St. Louis Smelting & Refining Com?a.ny such 

daily aJ.ld/or mpnthly operating and financial reports and statements 

prepared for its own use from time to time as may be· desired by the 

latter. 

Yours very truly, 

ST. JOSEPH LEAD CO~PANY, 

CHC/S 
President. 

ACCEPTED: 

ST. LOUIS SMELTING &',. R.;EFINIWG .cm.~PA..ifi 

._I 
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THIS SUP~ .&.GR~, made and entered into in dupll­

oata ·on this /fJ:f-dq o~~ , l.929, by and be~sen . 

Si'. J'OSEPll LEAD COl.!P.AJIY, a lin Ycrk .ciorporation,. authorized to c1D 

bus~ss in the State ot !liaeouri, as pa.i-t)'" ot the t1rat part. and 

ST. LOUIS stm.TIDG & BEFDIDJG CX>ll!PABY, a Missouri oarporation, as 
• f 

party of the seoond: part • 

.!.!!1!.!!!A!li= That, 

WHKR2AB, a ocntraot has been heretofore entered into betueen 

'tala parties hereto under date of June 17 1 1928 1 (rataranoa to vh1oh 

0011,traot 1s hereby mda as 1t tull:y 1noorporated b.sre1n.), and to 

w"l!J,oh th.is agreement is supplemem.ta.11 ~ pursuant tberetq the psrties 

hereto have advanoed oertain moneys to"C'a.rds th~ development and 

operation ot that oertain peroe1 of land k:n.o:m a.a the "Mine La l;lotte 

Traot•; being U. a. Survey _No. 2Q53, containing 23,g54 acres, more 

pr 1es~, looated 1n the Counties ot. Madison and St. l!'ranoo!s, State 

ot lilssour:i, and have purahased and OITl1 1n eqnel. amwrts aertain 

bonds seolired 
0

by mortgage deeds or trust· on said property, 130 that 

their 1nnstment in sald property is equal; and, 

WR!m.EAB, tha parties hereto ·have agreed to pt.trohase trCXDJ. the · 

Slieetwater nni.ng Company its equ~ ty in the ~rfi.i and ··s·ub::surraoe 
rights o:t: said Mine La Hotte property" and in the sur!'aoe r1gh ts to 

5000 aores or ·said property, (subjeot to the mortgage dseda of 

trus't seouring the bonds owned by- tha parties hereto, as a1"oresa1d) 1 

ror "th.~ sum or $750,000.00, tha loaation o:r the land nhioh inoludes . . 
BUOh surt'aoe rights to be ae1eoted either by'a proposed oorporation, 

as ha.re1nai"ter :provided tor, or by party o:r the :first part, all o:r 

i 
i 

j 
I 

i 
' ~ 
r 

I 

~aid propsrty to be conveyed by aPJlropriat~ deeds, ase1gnments, ). 
! 

bills of e.a1e or. other instruments in writing, direo"tly to said pro-

po,sed oorptiration by S"1"1eetwater Mining Company, aubjeot to the a:rore-

said mqrtgage deeds of trust; and, 

flBXREAB., the parties hereto have agreed ta· argaa!ze a !Ussou.r1 

oorporat1on to be Dallled Mine La Mette Corporation or other suitable 
-· 

I 
I 
I 
j. 

name as may be agreed upon by the parties ~reto, "17i th a non-assess- I. 
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abl.e oapital stoczk or 1000 ·sharas or na par vai~; w'hioh said 

o~rp~ation so to-ba organized Bhall. take ov~ tbs 0W?1ez:osh.1p and 

operation ot s'a.14 propert7 to b'e Pttroh.ased from Sweetwater Wlli.ng 

Ocmq>any. the parttsa beraw eaoh to PBT $50,000·.oo oash to add 

propose·d. oorpora tton.' ill fllll pa.JD18n t of 1 ta oap1 tal a took, such 

Sl1Jl1 to be used for -tbs oorpara11e purposes ot said propo~ed oorpo­

ra.tion, and ·aaoh of' the parties her.eta cl" tbsir respeot1Ye namin,ees 

to reoe1Te 500. shares {)~ thtt oapital stook at said proposed oarpo­

ration; and, . 

WHEREAS; the part! es hereto desire to oause said W.na La 

Motte property to be D:llara tad through the inst..'PWll.imtali ty o.t sa1d 

proposed ool'.Poratian 1n the menD.~r hereinarl;ar stipulated :f'or their 

equal banafi t a Ild joint aooount. 

NOW. mEREJrQ.R.E 1 in· oon!'Jider~tion of the premises and or the 

Jml~a1 oarsi:um.fas and agramnanta hel'\line..f'tsr oontained, it is agr&ed: 

1. That a aarpora'flfun aball be !ol'DISd under the l~ or tbs 

State a:r Missouri unde;- · t1J.a .nanui ot ·W.ne La Jibria. ccii-~cirfi:·ti~, or 

other su1tabl.e n.am.e. as :ma;r be agre&d upon b&twaen tha parties 

he~etC?, lri th a non-assessable · oapi tal. stook o~ 1000 sha.l-es ot no :par 

ya1ue; ~~ parties hereto each to ~ said prop'ose-d oru;-poration. the 

SlJlD o~ ~;50, 000. 00 in Dash 1n f\ll.l. Pa1inen t o:;' sucsh s to11k• · su.ah swa 
I • . , 

tQ ba uasd ror th9 oor:parata purposes of' said proposed oorparation • . 

The parties bareto Bhal.l. eaoh be emti tl.ed to and reaaive one-half 

(9r 500 11heraa} or the ~apita:L steak or said proposed aorporat!on, 

l?h1oh shall, be issu~d to 1ihe respeo-t1 ve pa:rUas,- aJl.d/or their 

resp eo ti ye nomin aes •. 

a. That al.l ot the Hine La Yetta properties to b& aoquirad 

as aforesaid t'rom th.a Sweetwater lilning Oampany ahal1 be oonreyed 

direotly to said proposed oorporatlon, 1n.oons1derat1on or the 

~eswnption by said proposed aarporation o~ the payment or the obli­

gations mentioned 1n and ~soured by the aforesaid mortg88e deeds or 
trust on aaid propsrtT and o:t the assumption o:t the payment of a11 

the money hereto!'ors advanced by the parties hereto towards tbs 

davsl.opmeJ:!.t and operation ot' se.1~ Mine La Motta property, the . 

! . 
l 

.r 
t 

' ! 
r 
i 
! 
t 
l 

l 
I 
I • I 

1 ' I 
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a.asa:mpUon of. lJSl'Dlen°t. or sa.111 DDns:r berstot'ore adTaD.cs4 b7 tha 

pati-~es hm"eto to ba BVidsnctad 'bJ' negMiabl.e :promissory uotes. at the .:. 

~e.J.d prop~sed oor.P;01"a~an, :prqa.bla on ci.~?~~'4118 ~e:rs5' , 

-""' the i;'a-'I:& .~r: .;.lx (6~) !ll'liM~.~ 1A7X
0 

Ed?Jf.;~~ ·~~-
3. The BoUd of Dire~mrs of said propos~d oor.pa1'8.t1an ·abal l / ,, ' .. 

ha N. Te 1n zmmbaJ." and the d,lrea\ors tor tha ti:rst :re~ shall be as 

foll.aw~: 

Cl1~to~ H. Ora.ne, Artbur I. Mitchell, Louis T. Sicka# 

Jamee A. Caselton an~ Edward J. Cornisb. 

4. It is oontemplated 1ihat said proposed oorporation may 

~oJll time to 1::1.ma sel.l surtaoe rights to oertain of tbe·l~ds to ba 

aoquired by it as ~oreaaid, and the parties herettl nmtu.al.17 agree 

that as ~d when. a.n;y auoh aurt'aQe rights shall be so~d an.d aonvey~d 

by setf.d F"'?POB~d oorpara.tiop. ·'f;o third parties, ~he l.iEµls o'E ~~ 

respeot~ve mortgag~ de~da o~ ~rust seoU?'ing the bonds herein rererred 
• • ~. 11~ L r-1. j 

'l;Q ab.ail b& -rele aseu. A~ ~ ,WA'iJ. • . 
0 0: 1 • I 0 ° °: 0 

.. _. --- .... -- .. --...... -- _.,.. C!llo ....... ,vi "aao. r Q 'M'ri: -t:.Q n...nnt=t1""'f:u" 'I 

~ The. pa;ties fu:rther mutually agree to re1ea~e from the 

i1en o~ the said mortgage deeds of tiuat aecuring the bonds herein 

ireferred to, the surface rights of said Jil.ne La ~otte pro?erty not 
/ 

acquired by said proposed corporation. 

•• • • wp wllj UEJ Ll:B8<f.;. 

tu1. lloDrer and agree the:reon. 'l.'ha salaries o~ al). em:p1o~es o:f part7 

at ·the. f'irs"t p~t who.are airploye~ :\n the operation Qt aai.!l Hine L~ 
• I• • • • • • 

Motta ~roperty, as w~ll as.in the operation of other properties b~-

1-ongi.ng r;iolel.Jr to party 01' the rirst P!lrt in St •. J!r.a.n.oois Counv I 

~iasou.ri, ·shal.1 be pro-~ated on.a man-shirt basis, su~h p~o-rat1on 

-. 

- , oo _ '·~-~.to be eu.b,1e o:t ~t.o,,,;the..-ep:pr.oYa.l "=°-:,. ~:C..q-4l.f,...the.. .saao..n~....p_m_ .. =-== , ___ _ . ---:---~ - - - ·- --=--. -- --- -=-== 
6. Cu11tom Mil1:1ng o:f Hine La Motte Ores. U ores originating 

on satd Mine La Mot1oe prop~ty- e,:i:-e shipped to st. Francois Counw 

!Qr ouatom. milling 1n the plailts o:r either ~ th~ parti,ea h~e"{;o, 

suoh ores shall 'be aoQounted !'or to the said propo~d oo:n>Qrat1on on 

the f'oll.owing basis: 

- -···--· ·--- ---------------------

I 
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-assampUou o~ ~)'11J!Jnt ot aald 7JiJne-j bsrs~a:t'ore adn.nce4 J;jy the 

pl!!r"t1.BS haroeto to be Sfi_d~ced by nego.tlabl.9 pr-omissoey Q.O~ell of the 

=· 

~aid. ~opoae4. o{lrpol'at;tan, :par,-bl.e on. -~~~Aftll:J4f&g Hi•sna:t ·' 
~ .~ha ia-te .. ~1' s1:2' {6~} P!!f'.6~.ii pez. ed4n4aa-.~~ -~-< 

3. fhs Board or Di;t'9~'fora at ··aaid FopDB~d oorpora1;1~ ·s~ 1 I ·' ,/' 

be ;t:'iTa in mmibe~ ana_ the d.t.reatora for · the f'irs~ -rear shall ba aa 

follswl[I: 

a11nton H. Cra.ne, Arthur I. Kitchell, Louis T. Bicla3., 

Ja.mea A. Caselton and Edwa.xd J. Co~nlah. 

4. It is contemplated that said iiroposa~ oorporation :ma:v· 
~om tiina to - time sel1 Sur%'.aoa rights :to Cena.in or tlla lah.dS to be 

aoquired by 1 t as afo:reaa1d 1 ~nd the pu-ties hereto mutually agree . . . . ·. .. 
. t'.b.at a.~ e:qd when. a:o;y auoh surtaoe ri&h~s she..ll ' be so1d Slld aonvayed . . . . . . 
by said p;-oposed oori>~ation t.P third pa1"1i1es, the llE;n!I ar tbs . : . . . . 
raspeot~ve mortgage deeds or "trµ.s~ seourtng the bonds herein rere~red 

to' _.__•u' b • ' ~ ~ • d ~--·1- L rµi"-UttJ. e 
....... " re..i.aasa • A~· , 

5. The;t ~el.C?.pmant and operation or J?aid llina ~a. ~ t~ property 

bT sa1~ Foposed oorparatioti. .she.l,.l be ~Br1Tied an under the illlmadiate 
•• + • • • 

~nd iil;ri:;at suparvie:1on 01" tbs o:i,-gan1,zation o!' party of' 1.he t'i.;-s1i 

pa.rt, prov~d~d that no major o~pita.1 expendi~ shall. bs made o~ 

inourred vr1thout the previous oonaent in wr1t1ng o:r p~ty of' the 

ssqgnc! :i;art.1 and prov1d,ed .t'tlrtber that 1n. a11 m.a~ers o~ po11oy·, the 

of'fi,oers or tha J;!B,rties hereto ~hall t'J;'pm tim.o to ti.ma as lllBY" be need­

t'u.l Qonrer . anq agJ:"ee th.Brf1oll.. The aa~ee of' al1. E&D.ploY.e~s o;r party . . . . . 
ot 'the firs~ ~t ym_o a;-e employed in tba operat1o:p. 01" ~aid ilina La 

Motte property·, as wall e,s in. the operation or othe~ properties be­

l?~g~ng ~leJ.7 to part1 of tbs f'ti-st part in st •.. ~anoo1S County, .. 
!:U.sso~i, · abal.l ')>a pro-rate~ on. a ma.n-Bh1:C'~ basis. ~ah p:o-l:'ation 

to b~ subje_o"t "t;o the 8;PPrQval o:r party or the s~oond par-t .• 

60 Custom Mi13:1np; ot Mine La Motta Ores. Ir ·ores originating 

on said Mine La Motte proparty .!'!-re shl.~pa!l ~!? st. Franoots C:ounw 

for oustom: ~ng in th~ pl.B..i:ltiJ or ei t.hel" o~ th~ parties her~to, 

Eli.I.ob. ores shall be aoqounted "!:or to the sa.!d proposed corporation on 

th.a ro1iow1ng basis: 

.1 

NL 0204 _ __J : 
L _. _I 



I ---- --·-r 

I 

,, 

A." .. 
B,. 

a .. 

() 
~ 

I .. 

Oree. to be del.1 Tared ta Deeb. :m.111.S. 
9~ or the lead oonten\ at ores to b"e 

a.ooouJit;ed for in :tea'Dl.tG'\: 0onott:ritrates. 
vuung charges to be the aotual W:lllng 

oost 11lua over-head pro-rated on a DIBll-
~· baats. · 

D. ~ oo~en~ta equivalent ot 90j) ot the 
· lead aontent or the ares to ba retu:med 

by the ~lls r.o.b. cars at :mills. 

7. Bmel:Uns or Ores and Canoentratae. All oonoentratea 

produoed trom area. mined t.rom the ~4 Mine :r.a Motta prope:rtiea 

shall be ahippad opa-ha.11" to ·t~ plant or party or the :first part 

at Herculaneum., Jl!~sour1, and o~half' to the plant ot: party or the 

saoond pan at OollinB'l'ill.e, Illinois. Eaoh party hereto shall 

aooount• to said p:ropoeed oorparation for suoh oonoantrates an th!J 

fol.l.mr1.ng bas!sr 

Pay- tor ~~ or tbs l.ead oontent or such cono~n:tr!!:tes 
at the DGI:lilmRI.NG &: .M.IliDm j'OTJBN.4L'S aTerage prioe: . 
:ror· pig lead at Rast St. Lou~a, J:ll.1no1s• during the 
month in whioh th.a oonoentrataa 1llaJ' bo ahi.pped, l.eee 
a traatmsnt oharge or .~10 per ton or 2000. pound.8 dry' 
night of" conoe.ntra'tea, Ores and oom;ientratea shal.l 
ba delivered by said proposed oorporation to the. siding 
or- the- lliasour1 Pao11'1o ~a111:'oa4 a1' ~ La .Mo~te .Mo., 
tra1gh1i o~e r,rom tb.er•o?l.! on th@ respecti't'a sMp­
meli'ts to tlie parties hereto shall ba paid by the partT 
reoeirtng auah shipments. 

a. 'fhB said proposed oorparation shall.keep bank aooo~s 

1n New York, st. Loµis and Freder1akto~, lliseOl11"1 1 . as may ~m. 

t~ to time b~ dQ~d neoesse.?'7 or desirable • 

. 9. In fib.a eyent either par"ty hereto may harearter desirer to 

e&ll the Miol.a or aJQ" part o:f." the shares or stook o\!llled b;y 1 t ill 

said proposed corpsiration, end shall have received .tram a:ri:y third 

party or p~t1es a bona tide offer or o1"1'ers therei"or, whioh 1 t 1s 

w11.11ng ta 'aaoept, the 'party so reaeiving _such ottf¥r o:r o:t:f'ers. 

whioh it is w1.lling to acoept as aforesaid,, shall before aooepting 

the same notify in wri t1ng the other party or suah ar:rar or at::ters, 

I~ 

! . 
' I 

~ .. 
~ . 
f. 
! . 

; : 
I' 

.. . 
~ .. 

l ·. 

____ an~.E.!. t~! !_e~ and ooi:ni ~LODLI_ ?-eraot ~ an~ BUC)h other -~ar~- ~~ _____ •.'_ ~~-·-· ==-----.=.:=: .-:.-

have ten de.ya af'ter reoeiving suoh notioe 01' Blloh otter or otters 

within wh1oh to eleot to purchase S11oh stook on "tha ·same tfll"Ill8 an~ 

.:aolldit:l.ona stated 1n sn.y- su~h bona .fide otter or ottflra as at'oresa!d. 

Ii" the party reoeiving suoh no~os shall al.Etot ~o acquire suah stook 

within said ten day period aa aforesaid, and an th.a terms and 

oondi tioiis ou tl.ined in ~ suoh bona. t id.a arrer or orrers aa a!'oresaid, '-I 
NL 0205 
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the other party sbal.l. tran.st-sr suoh sto isle to i. t , upon oompl1anoe 

Yi th the terms and oond.1 Uons ot' Sil.ah bona f'ida otter as atorasai.d. 

U, however, the pa:r-ty _?"eoe1T1ng SU.Oh notioe abal.l fail or ref'Usa 

to purohasa s~4 atook' n th1J;I. tlie t1Jns e.lld an tba terms and oondi­

Uona 'aa staraseid, than the other party Bhal.l be at liberty to_ 

aooeiit· tbs bona tida otte Cl1' ot'f~a ae> made to it, and the r1ghta 

of th9 other party hereto to aoqu1r9 tile stook. so 1naluded in auoh 

arr.er o:r · attars shall be terniinated.. These provisions shall attach 

to each bona fide otter e1thE!l." party may reoeiva tram thi,rd parties, 

whensvei- tbe part;y reoe1Ting such otter mei desire to sell ~ 

whole cm eiq- part ot tha said s~ok ·th.an owru,d b7 1 t, until all or 

th.a stoolc mrned by aa1d partJ' 1n said proposed oorporation shal.l 

haTa · baen sold. The .not1oa here_inbe:rora ref'arrad to shall. bei served 

e1 ther persona.ll.T on the ~ther partj- or 1 t ~ be sent· to suoh other ' 

pmy 'bji iJ~ted Statas Registered Ma.1.1, postage prepaid, and it' 

sent to party of the t'irst part~ Bhal.l. be adl!ressed to U at l'lo. 250 

Parle ATenue• Rew York, lfew Yorki and it' sent to pi;irty or the eedond 

.P.e.rt Bha.11 be addressed to ·it at 728 Chestnut ~traet, ·st. Lou1s 1 

Missouri • . 
10;. The· parties hereto da m.utuall.T agree to eaah advanoa itt · 

BQ.Ual amoun:te to the said proposed oorporation the _sum..01' m.one;y 

neoessary· to enab1e the said proposed oorporation tp "~~q~~~-·the 
a.f'oresa!d property .trom the S1reatwater Kini.Ilg Com.pan)", and they do 

hereby f'U.rtlier agree to advance 1n the tuture to said. proposed 

oorpare.tio~, in equal, amounts, suah turthar sums, from tim.e to 

time, as said proposed oorpara.tion may need 1n the dev:elopm.ant 

end/or operation o:t said property. Said pro:posBd :iarporatian a11 

_and when 1 t reoe1 ves suoh advanoements o't money made ~·speot1 val.Jr 

by the parties hereto as herein provided shall ·issue to the party 

so advanoing the same 1 its oertain negotiable promissory notes 

dated e.s , o:r the dates ot: eaoh of' suoh respeet1 ve adve?1.oements, pay-

a~le on demand, ~reat ... :il;;em il!!:ta ail tJxe £11o"e efLe" .. ~ ~ ; 
?,9lii!'a!!i!l$ 'P~P !L ~ I , , I 

I 

ll. Thia agreement aha.11. bene:ri t and bind the parties here- 1 

: 
to, as well as their respeoti'Va suaaesaars and assigns. I 

·-

l 
I 
! 
I 

i 
i 

NL 0206 



1"' 

I 
i 
I 

I 
l 

6 o. 

- -
~ llTJGSS WBICRlW!', the pa.rUes hell"9to bave aauae4 these 

presem.~ 'to ba execu:ted bj- tha1r dnl:J' au:thar1Za4 ott1om:a. and 
- -

their . Z.Sspeoti ~ ~pcra te sea.ls to be bartmnto af'fixad, a ttasted 

by 1:J.eti- rsap9Ctt1Te Sea~teries a:r ~c: Searetaries~ al.1 ~ 
done-the- dq an.4 ;raa:r f'irs'\; above written. 

Attest:' , L 
J.aMMM 1t.~ 

Se:oret1U7. 

Attest.: 

~±::/ua/ 
. ·' 

BT. J'OSPRR LEA.D COMPABY, 

By~ 
President, 

Party or the First Part. 
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~ n A es. Then ht an nnnw ·d l h n 1 if the offi ccrn and men of 
the reg:uhr army in those: pa,n f; h:id more guns than he, th<'y 
could come and try tlic:m. Street called upon the com­
mandant a.t Fort Crawford, adjacent to Prairie du Chien, t-o 

remove the trespassers. The commandant replied that he had 
only 130 men fit for duty and that it was out of his power to 
comply with the request.. Street could do nothing. Shortly 
thereafter, on August 2.), 1828, the \\"innebago Indians were 
expelled from their grounds and Dodge retained his mines 
unmolested. He waxed wealthy, shipping his lead from 
Helena on the \Visconsin river in his own steamers direct 
to New Orleans. After the treaty with the Indians was 
ratified, he became proprietor of more than a thousand 
acres, and upon his expansive domain during four decades 
he won fame and fortune, becoming three times Governor of 
the Territory of Wisconsin, Territori:d Delegate to Congress, 
and eventually United SL:ites Senator; in which capacity, 
poetically speaking, he became in his old age an upholder 
of the law that in his early manhood he had defied. 

At first, as we have seen, the lead was shipped down the 
Mississippi to New Orleans, for trans-shipment to Europe, 
but as early as 1822 some of the ore was carried to the Atlantic 
coast by way of the Fox and Wisconsin rivers to Lake Michi­
gan; and this route was used for 20 years thereafter. In 1836 
a company was form ed to operate a combined wagon and 
boat service between Galena and Chicago, and from there by 
the Erie Canal to the eastern markets. In 1847 a Milwaukee 
paper speaks of the interest excited by the 'prairie schooners ' 
that were constantly arriving from the lead districts; these 
picturesque wagons being drawn by six, eight, or more yoke 
of oxen.* The roads they followed became tempting avenues 
to the later agricultural settlers that went from the lnkr 
shore to the in terior, and in this way the path of the lead 
miner became an important factor in facilitating the develop­
ment of southern \:Visconsin . 

• Isaac A. Hourwich , ' Tl1<• Maki11g of America', Vol. VI, p. 273; Hl05. 

) 
LEAD ~ll:\I :\' G I.N THE !\llSSISSI PPI \"ALLEY 1, ... 

In 1845 the out.put of the Gnlena. district was 54,4-95,000 
_ pounds of lead, but. the aver3ge price. was under three cen t s 
~; per pound. Until 1850 iron and lead were the only indus­

··f trial metals in the commerce of the United States; indeed, 
~~uring the first 70 years of our national existence not one 
. ·,· f our mineral resources served to supply adequately the 
; ' eeds of domestic manufacture.* 
.'f!i.; After 1845 the mining of lead in Missouri had begun to 

· ~decline owing to the depletion of the surficial ore, but in 
· S67 the deeper exploration of the deposits in St. Francois 
,fOunty, which had been the scene of early mining operat ions, 

as successful in demonstrating that at a depth of a lit t le over 
_hundred feet there was a limestone formation that contained 
· d in disseminated fo rm. This new resourc \\·as exploited 

.,'Y the St. Joseph Lead Company, which eventually became 
tlie most productive lead enterprise in t he world. This com­
Jiany was registered in New York on March 25, 1864, to 
\Cquire and exploit a tract of 946 acres, the property of 
·
1

· thony La Grave, at Bonne Terre. The St. Joseph Lead 
. mpany started with a capital stock of $1,000,000, but this 
.d . not outweigh two mortgages, amounting together to 
;5,000, on the land it had acquired. Therefore the stock 
"Id at half its par value, and, in default of working capital, 
.e mining operations languished. Among other misfortunes 
Y be mentioned a raid of Confederate troops under General 

,:ce. The report for 1865 showed $17,275 received from 
,,es of lead as against an expenditure of $34,096. t There­

- '_ n a new board of directors was elected; they went to the 
nes, made such examination as they could, and, what was 
're important, levied a voluntary assessment whereby the 
perty was freed from debt. Another important step was 
.en: a number of Cornish miners were engaged, and a wood-

Jictor S. Clark, ' History of Manufact.urers in tlic l111 ited Stutes', 
. I, p. 328; 1929. 

.. J. Wyman Jones, 'A History of the St Joseph Lead Company', for 
'_ate circulation, p. 8; 1892. 
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By aid of the new railroad and of the smelter, the operations 
of the company developed in extent and productivity. The 
period of most rapid growth has been during the past 16 
years. The multiplicity of shafts and of haulage to the 
mills has been corrected by a system based upon the use of 
four shafts alongside as many mills, all the haulage under­
ground being done by high-speed electric locomotives running 
over an extensive series of tracks. Until 1920 the ore when 
mined was shoveled by hand; today most of the output is 
loaded by electric shovels, each of which docs the work of a 
dozen men. Electric power is generated at a central station, 
where pulverized coal is burned under boilers in much the 
same manner as gas or oil, the output being 12,500-kilowatt 
turbine units. The coal comes from southern Illinois. The 
use of the flotation process in the mills has decreased the 
loss in slime, the minute particles of galena being saved, so 
that for every 100 pounds of lead in the ore mined, over 90 
pounds of lead is recovered in the concentrate that is shipped 
to the smelt.er. 

During its life so far of 66 years the St. Joseph Lead Com­
pany has had only three pr~idents: J. Wyman Jones, from 
the start to 1904; his son, Dwight A. Jones, from 1904 to 1913; 
and Clint.on H . Crane, from 1914 to the present time. During 
the World War the lead output of this company's mines 
proved of immediate and great value. On the very day 
that the United States declared war, namely, April 6, 1917, 
Mr. Crane became chairman of the Committee on Lead of 
the Advisory Committee of the Council of National Defence. 
The committ.ee undertook to furnish, and did furnish, the 
lead required by the Government at a price less than that of 
the current market, which market price fluctuated violently 
in common with that of most commodities in those hectic 
days. Subsequently, in 1918, when the tremendous demand 
for munitions created an acute condition in the lead market, 
the administration of the entire American and Mexican lead 
output was undertaken by the Lead Producers' Committee 

.- ~ 
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for War Service, with Mr. Crane as chairman. It is estimated 
that near the end of the war less than 10. per cent of the 
country's production of lead went into uses other than those 
vital to the victory of the Allies. The St. Joseph Lead Com­
pany from the date of its organization to December 31, 1.929, 

·produced 2,707,957 tons of lead, the sale of which has permitted 
the distribution of S63,96:~, 189 in dividends. The lead of 
the Mississippi valley has proved of critical importance both 

in peace and in war. . . , 
The first discovery of lead in the American colomes was made 

fot•.rteen years after the landing of the first English settl~rs 
in Virginia.* In 1621 lead deposits were found on Fallmg 
creek, near Jamestown. The demand for bullets cre~ted 
a market for the metal, and the giving of guns to the In~ians 
for shooting fur-bearing animals caused the lead to be highly 
appreciated by the natives of the interior. In 1765 a lead 
mine was worked at Sout.hampton in Massachusetts by a 
Connecticut company; it was abandoned during the Revolu­
tion and re-opened in 1809 ; but it proved unprofitable,. and 
work was stopped finally in 1828. In Maine, Connecticut, 
and Pennsylvania lead has been found and mined on a small 
scale at various times. Lead is needed in warfare, as ~he 
American revolutionists discovered. A leaden equestna~ 
statue erected in honor of George III in 1770 had to be sacn­
ficed to their needs; it was used to make bullets for the purpose 
of destroying His Majesty's soldiers. We are told that_ the 
statue was melted by Governor Winthrop of Connecticut, 
and that it was converted into 42,000 bullets. In 1777 the 
CongrCSl;l of the United States recommended that the ~ead 
mines in the State of New York be exploited, and promised 
to supply prisoners of war for the purpose in the event of _an 
inadequate supply of ordinary labor. t The only ~e~d mme 
of any consequence in New York State was the Livmgston, 

• W. R. Ingalls, ' Chronology of Lead-min~1~ ~n. the Unite~ States', 
Trans. Amer. Inst. Min. and Met. Eng., Vol. XXX\ III, p. 664, 1907. 

t Journal of Congress, Vol. III, p. 462. 
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BODY: 
Anyone who loves minerals, fossils, nature or history may want to attend the Missouri Mines Rock Swap, an annual 

event sponsored by area gem and mineral societies and held for the first time at Missouri Mines State Historic Site. 

Willis Smith, a member of the Boeing Gem and Mineral Society and one of the swap's organizers, says it will take 
place this weekend at Park Hills, Mo., about 50 miles south of St. Louis off U.S. 67. 

About 40 exhibitors from throughout the Midwest will display hundreds of gem, mineral and fossil specimens in a 40-
by-60-foot tent and on tables outdoors at the historic site, an 8,244-acre park that once was one of the world's largest 
lead mines, Smith says. 

Items for sale or swap will include fossils; minerals such as galena and other materials formerly mined at the site as 
well as a colorful array of gems, cut or in the rough; and finished pieces of jewelry, many of which have been made from 
Missouri rocks and minerals, Smith says. 

Visitors also may want to take a tour of the museum, which was once the powerhouse of Federal Mill No. 3 but now 
houses exhibits on Missouri mining, history and technology. 

"Mining has been important to Missouri's economy for more than 260 years," Smith said. "Actually, the first miners 
here were Indians who gathered flint for arrowheads and dug iron oxide (arid powdery material) for war paint and to 
decorate clay pots." 

The first European mineralogical expedition into the area was led by Frenchman Pierre Charles LeSeur in about 1700, 
he says. A few years later, word began to spread of a "shiny gray mineral that was everywhere, often lying on the surface 
of the ground." 

The mineral, which the early explorers found in wide lodes just below the surface, was galena, the main lead ore mined 
in Missouri even today, Smith says. Missouri has been the country's major source of lead for 90 years, he says. 

St. Joseph Lead Company, later renamed St. oc Minerals Corp , came to mine lead in Missouri in 186<i and bought 
950 acres at Bonne Terre, a few miles north of the park. Innovations in smelting and underground engineering 
technology, and development of the diamond drill, which permitted deep-rock explorati' allowed the co~p)any to 

overtake its competitors. \77~ ~ ~ ~ ~? 

In 1923, St. Joseph Lead bought Federal Mill No. 3, a complex of25 buildings, which had been built in 1906-07, 
"only one of many mining operations in the area" Smith said. More than 1,000 miles of multi-level mine tunnels 
traverse the region with 250 miles of underground railroad tracks connecting the various mills, he adds. 
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In 1972, St. Joe Mmerals closed the Federal Division and moved to the more productive Viburnum Trend several 
miles to the west. Three years later, the firm donated the old mill plus adjoining land to Missouri for use as a state park. 
Originally, it was known as St. Joe State Park, but the name was changed to Missouri Mines State Historic Site m 
recognition of the importance of the history of the state's mining industry, Smith says. 

Today, the converted powerhouse displays a detailed model of the complex as it looked in 1906 when it was powered 
by steam supplied by a boiler room. One museum gallery contains underground mining machinery formerly used there, 
such as the diamond drill and the St Joe Shovel, and the electnc mules that replaced men and mules for moving the ore 
cars. 

The second gallery contams exhibits on lead, geology, and mineral resources and includes an excellent mineral 
collect1on with specimens of calcite, dolomite, calcopyrite, galena and zinc, says Smith. 

"An early engineer for the Federal Mine, sometime just after the tum of the century, traded minerals dug at the mine 
for gem and mineral specimens from all over the world, and set up a museum in Flat River to display them," said Smith. 
"Later, in about the 1940s, St. Joe Lead sued him, said he'd stolen the minerals, and won the suit." 

For more than three decades, the extensive collection, donated by the lead company to the state, was housed in 
Jefferson City, he says. But when the Missouri Mines State Historic Site museum opened, the many cut and polished 
stones, translucent minerals, crystals and jewelry were put on display there. 

"This collection is in itself worth a visit to the historic site," Smith said. "We decided to hold the swap here as a way to 
get the word about the museum out." 

A third gallery is the partly renovated power room, which eventually will contain exhibits on mining history and 
technology, Smith says. During the days of the swap, ad.mission to the museum will be free, he says. 

The swap will include a potluck dinner on Saturday evening and an auction of specimens to benefit the Mineral 
Museum. Overnight tent and motorhome camping is available. 

The event is sponsored by the Mineral Area Gem and Mineral Society, the Greater St. Louis Association of Earth 
Science Clubs and Missouri Mines State Histonc Site. No reservations are necessary. 

Missouri Mmes State Histonc Site is located about 50 miles south of St. Louis at Park Hills. To get there, drive south 
on U.S. Highway 67 and turn right on Highway 32 for 1 1/2 miles. For more informat10n call 521-8896. 

LOAD-DATE: June 10, 1998 
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CORE TERMS: quit, foreman, notice, unfair, superintendent, clerk, conversation, join, reinstatement, confidential, 
membership, posted, labor organization, solicitation, foremen, card, assigned, underground, campaign, division superin- · 
tendent, machine shop, supervision, restra~ed, attributed, organize, talk, dam, supervisor, effectuate, discourage 

JUDGES: Mr. John M. Houston, dissenting in part. 

OPINION: 
[**l] DECISION AND ORDER 

[*439] On March 28, 1945, the Trial.Examiner issued his Intermediate Report in the above-entitled proceeding, 
findmg that the respondent St. Joseph Lead Company had engaged in and was engaging in certain unfair labor practices, 
and recommending that it cease and desist therefrom and take certain affirmative action, as set forth in the copy of the · 
Intermediate Report attached hereto. Thereafter, exceptions to the Intermediate Report were filed by the respondent and 
by the attorney for theBoard. Oral argument before the Board at Washingtoii, D. C., was not requested, and none was 
held. The Board has reviewed the rulings of the Trial Examiner and finds that no prejudicial error was committed. The 
rulings · are hereby affirmed. · 

The Board has considered the Intermediate Report, the exceptions ·thereto, and the entire record in the c·ase, and 
hereby adopt$ the findings, conclusions, and recommendations ofthe Trial Examiner, with the additions and exceptions 
noted below: 

1. The Trial Examiner has found that the respondent engaged in a course of conduct, fully described in the Interme­
diate Report, which interfered with, restrained, [**2] and coerced its employees, within the meaning of Section 8 (1) of 
the Act. We agree except insofar as the finding is ba5ed on President Crane's speech of March 6, 1943, and Superinten­
dent Bain's warning to Arnoldi. In our opinion, Crane~s speech, viewed in its context, and in the circumstances in which 
it was given, was not violative of the Act. Nor do we find anything improper in the warning given Arnoldi. The record 
shows that a rumor was circulated in the plant by.certain employees, including Arnoldi, that the respondent had made no 
application to the War Labor Board for wage increases. To clarify the situation, the respondent posted a public notice 
tl:lat it had filed such an application. Thereafter, Arnoldi made certain remarks impugning the "veracity of the notice," 
whereupon, Bain warned Arnoldi to cease making such remarks. · · 

[*440] 2. The Trial Examiner has found (1) that the respondent "manifested to its employees. its opposition to the 
Union, by imposing restraints on the employees' discussions of union matters while at work and by prohibiting them 
from posting or distributing union literature after the Union began its open campaign early in 1943, in contrast to its 
indifference [* *3] to such activities in behalf of the Independent arid the Victory Club at the time when the Union's 
activities were seemingly ineffectual"; (2) that supervisory employees questioned employees concerning the Union, and 
(3) that Foreman Basil Thomas told employee Simmons, "If this Union don't go through, they [leaders in the Union] · 
won't have any more job than a rabbit. ... " The Trial Examiner failed to find this conduct violative of the Act. How­
ever, we are of the opinion, and find that by such conduct, the respondent interfered with, restrained, and coerced its 
employees in violation of Section 8 (1) of the Act. Indeed, Foreman Thomas' remark constituted a threat of economic 

1/ 



65 N.L.RB. 439, *; 1946 NLRB LEXIS 58, **; 
17 L.R.RM. 226; 65 NLRB No. 80 

Page2 

reprisal against the union leaders for their union activities, should the Union fail to organize the plant and thus be in no 
position to protect them. nl 

nl See Matter of Reynolds Corporation, 61 N. L. RB. 1446, 1456. 

3. We agree with the Trial Examiner that the respondent discharged Snyder because of his union activity [**4] in 
violation of Section 8 (3) of the Act, and not because he sought to obtain infonnation as to the number of persons em­
ployed by the respondent. In so agreeing with the Trial Examiner, however, we do not adopt, or rely in any way, upon 
his views set forth in footnote 55 of the Intermediate Report. 

4. We also agree with the Trial Examiner's conclusion that respondent discriminatorily imposed close and critical 
supervision over Ratley to discourage his activities in behalf of the Union and to discourage union membership gener­
ally, and thereby discriminated with respect to the conditions of his employment in violation of Section 8 (3) of the Act. 
However, we disagree with the Trial Examiner insofar as his findings imply that Ratley's resignation of June 13, 1943, 
was other than voluntary. We are of the opinion that the discriminatory supervision imposed by the respondent over 
Ratley was not of such a character that its application under the circumstances of this case, should reasonably have been 
expected to result or, in fact, did result in his resignation. Ratley's testimony to the effect that he considered the condi­
tions of his employment to be intolerable and that such condition [**5] compelled him to resign was not, as found by 
the Trial Examiner, entirely credible. Indeed, the fact that Ratley made no such claim until about a year after he quit and 
4 months after the charge in behalf of Snyder was filed by the Union supports an inference, and we find that he had not, 
at the time he resigned, considered the respondent's action to be the proximate reason for such resignation. Accordingly, 
as further evidenced by the respondent's [*441] refusal of a release and persistent efforts to persuade him not to quit, 
we find that Ratley's separation on June 12, 1944, did not constitute a violation by respondent of Section 8 (3) of the 
Act. In view ofthe_foregoing, we do not believe that in this case it would effectuate the policies of the Act to order the 
respondent to reinstate Ratley upon his application as recommended by the Trial Exam~er. 

THE REMEDY 

Having found that the respondent has independently violated Sections 8 (1) and 8 (3) of the Act, we must order the 
respondent, pursuant to the mandate of Section 10 (c), to cease and desist therefrom. The respondent's illegal conduct 
discloses a purpose to defeat self-organization among its employees. For _example, in [**6] the course of union organi­
zation, the respondent interfered with, restrained, and coerced its employees in the exercise of the rights guaranteed un­
der the Act by imposing restraints on the employees' discussions of union matters while at work, by prohibiting them 
from posting or distributing union literature after the Union began its open campaign early in 1943 in contrast to its in­
difference to such activities in behalf of the Independent and the Victory Club, at the time when the Union's activities 
were seemingly ineffectual; by disparaging the benefits to be derived from union representation; by threatening eco­
nomic reprisal, should the Union fail to organize the employees and thus be in no position to protect them; by intimating 
to employees_that their jobs were endangered if they supported the Union; and by the treatment accorded Ratley. Fi­
nally, the respondent actually penalized employee Snyder for his concerted activities by discriminatorily discharging 
and thereafter refusing to reinstate him. Such discrimination "goes to the very heart of the Act." n2 Because of the re­
spondent's unlawful conduct and its underlying pmpose, we are convinced that the unfair labor practices found [**7] 
are persuasively related to the other unfair labor practices proscribed and that danger of their commission in the future is 
to be anticipated from the respondent's conduct in the past. n3 The preventive purposes of the Act will be thwarted 
unless our order is coextensive with the threat. In order, therefore, to make effective the interdependent guarantee of 
Section 7, to prevent a recurrence of unfair labor practices, and thereby minimize industrial strife which burdens and 
obstructs commerce, and thus effectuate the policies of the Act, we shall order the respondent (*442] to cease and de­
sist from in any manner infringing upon the rights guaranteed in Section 7 of the Act. 

[**8] 

n2 N. L. R. B. v. Entwistle Mfg. Co., 120 F (2d) 532, 536 (C. C. A, 4). See also, N. L. RB. v. Automotive 
Maintenance Machinery Co., 116 F (2d) 350, 353 (C. C. A. 7), where the Court observed: "No more effective 
form of intimidation nor one more violative of the N. L. R. Act can be conceived than discharge of an employee 
because he joined a union ... " -
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We shall also order the respondent to take certain affirmative action designed to effectuate the policies of the Act. 

ORDER 

Upon the entire record in the case, and pursuant to Section 10 (c) of the National Labor Relations Act, the National 
Labor Relations Board hereby orders that the respondent, St. Joseph Lead Company, Bonne Terre, Missouri, and its 
officers, agents, successors, and assigns,' shall: 

1. Cease and desist from: 

(a) Discouraging membership in,Jnternational Union of Mine, Mill, and Smelter Workers, C. I. 0., and Local Union 
648 thereof, or in any other labor organization of its employees, by discharging or refusing to reinstate any of its em­
ployees, or by discriminating in any other manner in regard to their hire or tenure of employment, or any term or condi-
tion of their employment; ' 

(b) In any other manner interfering with, restraining, or coercing its employees in the exercise of the right to self­
organization, to join or assist International Union of Mine, Mill and Smelter Workers, C. (**9] I. 0., and Local Union 
648 thereof, or any other labor organization, to bargain collectively through representatives of their own choosing, and 
to engage in concerted activities, for the purpose of collective bargaining or other mutual aid or protection, as guaran­
teed in Section 7 of the Act. 

2. Take the following affirmative· action which the Board finds will effectuate the policies of the Act: 

(a) Offer to Wallace C. Snyder immediate and full reinstatement to his former or a substantially equivalent position, 
without prejudice to his seniority and other rights and privileges; 

(b) Make whole Wallace C. Snyder for any loss of pay that he has suffered by reason of the discrimination against 
him, by payment to him of a sum of money equal to that which he normally would have earned as wages during the 
period from the date of the respondent's discrimination against him to the date of such offer of reinstatement, less his net 
earnings during said period; · 

(c) Post at the respondent's mines and mills in St. Francois County, Missouri, copies of the notice attached hereto, 
marked "Appendix A." Copies of said notice, to be furnished by the Regional Director for the Fourteenth Region, shall, 
(** 1 OJ after being duly signed by the respondent's representative, be posted by the respondent immediately upon re­
ceipt thereof, and maintained by it for sixty (60) consecutive days thereafter, in conspicuous places, including all places 
(*443] where notices to employees are customarily posted. Reasonable steps shall be taken by the respondent to insure 
that said notices are not altered, defaced, or covered by other material; 

(d) Notify the Regional Director for the Fourteenth Region in writing, within ten (10) days from the date of this Or­
der, what steps the respondent has taken to comply herewith. 

AND IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the complaint be, and It hereby is, dismissed insofar as it alleges (a) that 
the St. Joseph Lead Company discriminatorily discharged Otto Ratley, within the.meaning of Section 8 (3) of the Act, 
and (b) that Mine LaMotte Corporation has violated the Act. 

DISSENT BY: 
HOUSTON (In Part) 

DISSENT: 

MR. JOHN M. HOUSTON, dissenting in part: 

I do not concur in the majority's denial ofreinstatement and back pay in Employee Ratley's case. My colleagues 
have found that the respondent discriminated against Ratley by imposing "close and critical supervision" over his work. 
The credible testimony, (**11] and there is no countervailing proof, indicates that Ratley resigned because he could no 
longer do his work properly under the conditiqns thus discrim.inatorily imposed by the respondent. His resignation, in 
my judgment, was directly caused by such discrimination. The factors cited by the majority as supporting an inference 
that the resignation was not proximately caused by the discrimina~ion practiced against Ratley, do not have controlling 
force in the face of affirmative evidence to the contrary. Because I consider reinstatement and an appropriate back-pay , .. 



65 N.L.R.B~ 439, *; 1946 NLRB LEXIS 58, **; 
17 L.R.R.M. 226; 65 NLRB No. 80 

Page4 

award as the only method by which the respondent's discrimination can be corrected, I would so provide in our order in 
this case. 

APPENDIX: 

APPENDIX A 
NOTICE TO ALL EMPLOYEES 

Pursuant to Decision and Order of the National Labor Relations Board, and in order to effectuate the policies of the 
National Labor Relations Act, we hereby notify our employees that: 

We will not in any manner interfere with, restrain, or coerce our employees in the exercise oft.lieir right 
to self-organization, to form labor organizations, to join or assist International Union of Mine, Mill & 

· Smelter Workers, C. I. 0. and Local Union 648 of the same or any other [**12] labor organization, to 
bargain collectively through representatives of their own choosing, and to engage in concerted activities 
for the purpose of collective bargaining or other mutual aid or protection. 

[*444] We will offer to the employet<s named below immediate and full reinstatement to their former or 
substantially equivalent positions without prejudice to any seniority or other rights and privileges previ­
ously enjoyed, and make them whole for any loss of pay suffered as a result of the discrimination . 

. Wallace C. Snyder 

All our employees are free to become or remain members of the above-named union or any otlier labor organiza­
tion. We will not discriminate in regard to hire or tenure of employment or any term or condition of employment against 
any employee because of membership in or activity on behalf of any such labor organization. 

ST. JOSEPH LEAD COMP ANY, 
Employer 

Dated By _ (Representative) _ (Title) 

NOTE.--Any of the above-named employees presently serving in the armed forces of the United States will be of­
fered full reinstatement upon application in accordance with the selective service act after discharge from the armed 
forces. 

This notice must remain posted[** 13] for 60 days from the date hereof, and must not be altered, defaced, or cov­
ered by any other material. 

INTERMEDIATE REPORT 

Mr. Harry G. Carlson, for the Board. 

Mr. Parkhurst Sleeth, of Bonne Terre, Mo., and Mr. Wallace Cooper, of St. Louis, Mo., for the Respondents. 

Mr. George Cole, for the Union. 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

The National Labor Relations Board, herein called the Board, by its Regional.Director for the Fourteenth Region 
(St. Louis, Missouri), issued its complaint dated August 30, 1944, against St. Joseph Lead Company and Mine LaMotte 
Corporation, herein called the Company and the Corporation respectively and together called .the Respondents. The 
complaint alleges that the Respondents had engaged in, and were engaging in, unfair labor practices within the meaning 
of Section 8 {l) and (3) of the National Labor Relations Ac~ 49 Stat. 449, herein called the Act; and that it was issued 
on charges made by International Mine, Mill and Smelter Workers, affiliated with the C. I. 0., for itself and in behalf of 
its· Local Union 648, herein jointly referred to as the Union. Copies of the complaint and notice of hearing thereon were 
duly served upon each of the Respondents, [**14] and upon the Union. · 

With respect to the unfair labor practices, th.e complaint in substance alleges that the Respondents: (I) discouraged 
membership in the Union by discrirninatorily discharging Otto Ratley on June 12, 1943, and Wallace C. Snyder on Sep-
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' . tember 9, 1943; (2) interfered with, restrained, and coerced their employees in the exercise of the rights guaranteed them 
in Section 7 of the Act, from January 1942 to the date of the complaint; (a) by the aforesaid discharge of Ratley and 
Snyder; (b) by having urged, warned, and threatened their employees against engaging in concerted activities for the 
purpose of collective bargaining and other [*445] mutual aid and protection, and against their joining, remaining · 
members of or assisting the Union or any other lab.or organization; ( c) by having questioned them concerning their ac­
tivities in and affiliation with the Union; (d) by having made statements in disparagementand condemnation of the Un­
ion, its officers and leaders; (e) by having ridiculed and belittled the collective bargaining agreement made with the Un-

. ion; and (t) by having promoted, aided, and assisted the "VictOry Club" in opposition to the Union. · 

With respect to the joinder of[** 15] the Respondents, the complaint alleges that the Company "manages and oper­
ates•i the Corporation, and joins them in the allegations concerning their business operations and the unfair labor prac­
tices. 

The Company and the Corporation each filed an answer to the complaint on September 9, 1943. The Company ad­
mitted certain allegations of the complaint relating to the nature of its business, and to its management and operation of 
the Corporation; it ad.J+lltted having discharged Ratley and Snyder on the given dates, but denied the commission of any 
unfair labor practices. The Corporation likewise admitted the allegations of the complaint relating to the nature of its 
business, the management and operation of its business by the Company, but denied the commission of any unfair labor 
pract:ices. Pursuant to notice, a hearing was held at Farmington, Missouri, beginning October 17 through October 20, 
1944, before Melton Boyd, the un~ersigned Trial Examiner designated by the Chief Trial Examiner. The Board and the 
Respondents were represented by counsel, and the Union by its representative. All participated in the hearing, and each 
party was afforded a full opportunity to introduce evidence, to [**16] examine and cross-examine witnesses, and to be 
heard on matters in issue. 

At the opening of the hearing, the Company moved to amend its answer to allege that Otto Ratley voluntarily quit 
his employment on the stated date, instead of being discharged. This motion was granted, and thereafter the Company 
filed its .amended answer. Both the Company and the Corporation by motion requested the Board to specify the names 
of supervisory employees who committed the alleged unfair labor practices, with.which request counsel for the Board 
complied. At the conclusion of the hearing, counsel for the Board moved to conform the pleadings to the proof with 
respect to formal matters. There was no objection, and the motion was granted. The parties waived oral argument, but 
reserved the privilege of filing briefs with the Trial Examiner. Briefs have been received from counsel for the Respon­
dents and for the Board. 

At the close of the Board's. case in the chief and again at the close of all evidence, the Corporation moved to dismiss 
the complaint in its entirety against it, and the Company moved to dismiss the complaint against it alternatively on fail­
ure ofproofof any unfair labor practices arising from [**17] (a) discharge of Otto Ratley, (b) discharge of Wallace C. 
Snyder, or (c) under any allegation of the complaint. Rulings on these motions were then reserved by the Trial Exam-
iner, and are made herein. · · 

nl 
Upon the entire record in the case and from his observation Of the witnesses, the undersigned makes the following: 

nl Except where otherwise noted or where conflicts in testimony are discussed the following findings of 
fact are made on evidence that was undisputed or that was .at variance only in immaterial details; and the next 
following sections, I and II, are based on admissions in Respondents' answers, and on stipulations of the parties. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

I. THE BUSINESS OF THE RESPONDENTS 

St. Joseph Lead Company is a New York corporation with its executive office in New York City, and principal op­
erating office in Bonne Terre, Missowi. In the [*446] Missouri operations it is engaged in mining, milling and smelt­
ing of lead. The mines and mills are located in St. Francois County, and the smelter is located at Herculaneum, [* * 18] 
Missouri. It produces annually, in its mines and mills, lead.ore valued in excess of$ 1,000,000. Approximately 95 per­
cent of the lead extracted from this ore is shipped out of the State .of Missouri. During the year 1943, the cost of materi­
als and equipment used in its ·operations was in excess of$ 100,000, more than 50 percent of which was received 
through shipments from outside the State of Missouri. 
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Mine LaMotte Corporation is a Missouri corporation with its principal office with that of St. Joseph Lead ~ompany 
in Bonne Terre, Missouri. It is engaged in mining and milling lead ore. Its mines and mill are located in Madison · 
Comity, Missouri, adjoining St. Francois County, where it produees annually lead ·ore valued in excess of$ 1,000,000. 
This ore is delivered to St.· Joseph Lead Company for smelting at its Herculaneum plant, where the product is commin7 
gled with that of the Company and a substantial part is shipped out of the State of Missouri. From the operations· in both 
St. Francois County and Madison County, -the St. Joseph Lead Company produces about one-third of annual production 
of lead ID. the United States. 

The Company and the Corporation each concedes that it is engaged in [**19) commerce within the meaning of the 
Act. 

II. THE ORGANIZATION INVOLVED 

International Union of Mine, Mill, and Smelter Workers, and its Local 648, are labor organizations affiliated with 
the Congress of Industrial Organizations, admitting to membership employees of the Respondents. 

ill. THE UNFAIR LABOR PRACTICES 

A. Respondents' operations 

Mining and milling operations of both the Company and the Corporation are under a single management, with prin­
cipal officers common to both corporation entities, namely, the president, the secretary, the treasurer, and the general 
manager. The common management purchases supplies and materials for both. The Company determines the operating 

· policy of the Corporation. · · 

The mines and mills of the Company surround four geographical centers of operations, referred to as division,s. n2 
Three of them, the Bonne Terre, the Desloge, and the Leadwood divisions, are near towns of the same names in the 
northern part of St. Francois County, and are operated under the general supervision of C. K. Bain, Division superinten­
dent, who is directly accountable to the general manager. The fourth, the Federal division, is near the town of Flat River, 
farther south in [**20) St. Francois County, and is under the general supervision ofB. F. Murphy; division superinten-
dent. He likewise is directly ac.countable to the general manager. · 

n2 The underground workings of each division is separate from those of other divisions, and each has a. 
hoisting shaft through which the mined ore is raised for delivery and concentra~ion at the nearby mill of that di-
vision. 

About twenty miles south of the Federal division, are located the mines and the mill of the Corporation, near 
ederickstown·in Madison County,_referred to as the Mine LaMotte division. Murphy is superintendent over this divi-
n, as well. · . 

For purposes of collective bargaining, the Board has found that all hourly paid employees of both the Company and 
the Corporation employed in these mining and milling operations comprise a single appropriate unit. This determination 
[*447) was made in a representation proceeding instituted by the Union on its petition filed August 23, in which the 
Decision and Direction of Election of the Board issued on November [**21) 16, 1943. n3 An election was conducted 
on December 9, 1943, as a result of which the Union was certified on December 21, 1943, as the exclusive bargaining 
representative for employees of both the Company and the Corporation in this unit. Thereafter, on March 13, 1944, the 
Company and the Corporation jointly entered into a single labor relations agreement with the Union affecting these em-
ployees. · 

----

n3 Matter of St. John Lead Company and Mine Lamotte Corporation, 53 N L. R B. 661. The Trial Exam­
iner takes official notice that in the Decision and Direction of Election the Board found that the Cop:1.pany and 
the Corporation "agreed generally with the Union as to the appropriateness of the unit sought" which was a sin­
gle unit of hourly paid production and maintenance workers in all divisions. 

B. Interference, restraint, and coercion 

1. Columbia Park meeting 

--------

. I 

I 
I 

I 
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In relation to matter in issue in this proceeding, concerted action among Respondents' employees began in January 
1942 when about five [**22] hundred workers from various divisions met at Columbia Park, a public park at the edge 
of the town of Flat River near the operations of the Federal division. n4 Apparently, the employees had been dissatisfied 
with the Company's practice of hiring additional men whose work limited senior employees to less than a full work­
week. At the Columbia Park meeting a committee of 15 or 16 workers were chosen and authorized to present this griev­
ance to the Company. A few days later this committee met, and elected as its spokesman an employee in the Federal 
division, Otto Ratley. It then called on Murphy, superintendent of the Federal division, on a Friday evening to discuss · 
~e grievance. The record is silent about the outcome of this conference. 

n4 No evidence indicates that any employees of the Corporation attended this meeting. 

According to Ratley, on the following Monday evening before changing his clothes to leave work, F. 0. Buxton, 
the assistant mill superintendent who was his supervisor, asked him "what the ·god-damn-hell [**23] have you got over 
at Columbia Park," upbraided him for serving on the committee and being its spokesman, then informed him he was to 
be transferred from his carpentry job in the mill repair crew to the crusher room, n5 and added that others on the com­
mittee were "going to get theirs, too." Ratley protested the transfer, declared he would quit. The next day he looked for 
employment elsewhere, and on that evening returned to the mill to get his tools but was denied entrance to the premises 
on orders of Buxton. This occasioned Ratley's protest to the management, at which time the Company's employment 
agent and its attorney were apprised of the circumstances. The attorney asked the division superintendent, Murphy, to 
re-employ Ratley, and Murphy called Ratley to his office and offered to reinstate him. Likewise, the employment agent 
Knowles offered Ratley reinstatement, after he and division personnel manager Phillips endeavored to see Ratley at his 
home. Ratley asked to be re-assigned as a carpenter to the construction department under M. N. Dunlap, construction 
foreman n6 instead of the mill repair gang where he had worked under Buxton. Before the reinstatement was effected, 
Ratley [**24] talked with Dunlap about working under his supervision, at which time Dunlap approved Ratley's trans­
fer but remarked "I want you to promise me you will not embarrass me like you did Mr. Buxton ... by getting mixed up 
with committees, [*448] or ... organizations of any kind." Ratley responded by saying he did not know he caused 
anyone embarrassment. He then went back to work as a carpenter under Dunlap, without any change in pay rate, after 
being off some seven days. About three months later he received a "merit increase" of wages, given to employees when 
the Company at regular intervals re-rated those whose work was satisfactory. 

n5 The operation there is to crush lump ore and is described as a dusty, unpleasant job. 

n6 In September 1944, DunJap was made assistant mill superintendent of the Federal division, in place of 
Buxton who then became mill superintendent. 

· Buxton denied the statements attributed to him by Ratley, and testified that Ratley quit when he was provoked by 
Buxton's refusal to grant him a wage increase. [**25] He said a foreman had reprimanded Ratley without effect for 
loafing, and thereafter the foreman asked him to admonish Ratley. Buxton said he had seen Ratley "around the yard 
talking first to one man and then another ... doing quite a bit of loafing. 11 According to Buxton, he talked with Ratley 
and told him he was not taking an interest in his work and asked what was wrong, at which time Ratley asked for a 
raise. Buxton said, "when you wanna do the right thing here and go ahead with your work like you should, why I will 
recommend a raise for you," and testified that Ratley said "I am not going to do any more work than I am doing, ... I 
have worked hard enough for this damned company now, ... to bell with you, ... I will quit." He said that Ratley then 
alluded to "trying to organize the union," to which he replied that he didn't know anything about that, and told Ratley 
"that is none of my business and we don't have any objections to that" but admonished him "do not try to organize a 
union on thejob. 11 

Dunlap, while recalling Ratley's reinstatement, denied the statement Ratley attributed to him. Referring to the con­
. versation about Ratley's behavior being an embarrassment, he [**26] ·said "I told him I hoped he would not embarrass 
me by not making good on the job if we took him back. 11 n7 

n7 Elsewhere in his testimony Dunlap said that following this Columbia Park meeting, Division Superin­
tendent Murphy had occasion to tell him specifically he was "to have no opinions as to whether the men should 
organize or should not organize ... not to comment one way or the other on it. 11 
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Superintendent Mwphy testified that Ratley was transferred without any break in his service to the construction de­
partment, and in this he is corroborated by the personnel history appearing on the separation report introduced in evi­
dence, showing no termination or interruption ofRatley's employment in January 1942. 

The versions of Buxton and Dunlap with reference to this incident, indicating that Ratley was an indolent worker 
whose principal interest was to get a wage increase, are not in keeping with the efforts made by the Company's attorney, 
division superintendent, personnel manager and employment agent in offering Ratley [**27] re-instatement, in re­
cording his service as unbroken, and in granting him a "merit increase" a short time later. Buxton's account ofRatley's 
reference to organizing a union, and his own avowed neutrality, is not convincing. Dunlap's account of his conversation 
with Ratley is discredited by his later testimony, n8 and by the admonition he received from Superintendent Mwphy. 
The Trial Examiner finds this episode occurred substantially as described by Ratley. 

n8 As hereinafter recounted, Dunlap later testified he criticized Ratley's work for the first time "in the spring 
of 1943." 

2. Independent, C. I. 0., and Victory Club 

In the spring of 1942, other employees' meetings were held. There emerged from these meetings an organization 
known as the Independent Union, herein called the Independent. In the fall of 1942 it had about 44 members enrolled. A 
maintenance repairman in the Federal division, Paul Black, testified that late [*449] in 1942 an enrollment petition of 
the In.dependent was circulated on the job by another repairman [**28] at a place that easily could be seen from his 
foreman's office, without hindrance. On the other hand, a mine driller in the Federal division, George S. Gilman, testi­
fied that one of the shift foreman, at about that same time and with reference to enrollment of Independent members on 
the job, warned him and others against such solicitation. Late in 1942 the membership of the Independent, discouraged 
by the activity of the Victory Club, n9 decided to abandon the Independent and apparently it ceased to exist in January 
1943. I 

n9 Hereinafter discussed. 

Concurrent with the inception of the Independent in the spring of 1942, organizing efforts began in behalf of the 
Union. Van Camp, an organizer for the International Union affiliated with the C. I. 0., solicited membership among the 
Company's employees, and enrolled about 20 from various divisions into an organizing committee. The Union's initial 
efforts were "under cover." Meetings were held "in the woods," and one such meeting was held in September at Stoney 
Point, several [**29] miles from the Company's operations in what is known as the Lead Belt. After January or Febru­
ary 1943, its meetings and activities were publicly announced and openly conducted. 

. \ 

During the summer of 1942, following the initial activity of the Independent and the Union, there was formed 
am_~mg certain wor~en what was known as the Victory Club nlO under the leadership oflke Sumpter, an employee 
with sons in military service. Its pwpose was to induce workers to pledge themselves not to jom any union, and its 
members were enrolled on an application which read in part "I will not, if in my power to prevent, join any labor union; 
and ... will not directly or indirectly cause any dissension or anything that would be detrimental to -defense production 
for the duration of the war". In the latter part of the summer and in the fall of 1942, this organization held public meet­
ings throughout the Lead Belt. Notices of its meetings were posted at the places of work in the Company's operations, 
and membership applications were solicited on the job. The solicitation for members was conducted principally by ordi­
nary employees. It collected no dues, but defrayed its expenses from contributions. Evidence [**30] was introduced 
with reference to the election of only one of its officers, Jerry Cooper, who apparently was its last president. Cooper was 
a track foreman in the Leadwood division, and as such a supervisory employee. nl l He had joined the organization in 
the fall of 1942 after participating in a conversation among eight or ten men which took place in the town of Leadwood. 
Ellis Gillam nl2 then asked him to join, and later enrolled him. Cooper was elected president at a meeting which he did 
not attend, on an occasion when he was visiting his son at Fort Leonard Wood; he accepted the office and served for 
five or six months. He presided at some of its meetings which were held publicly, helped to post notices of the meet­
ings, nl3 and attempted to enroll members. Apparently, the [*450] Victory Club ceased to be of significance after the 
Union became openly active in the early part of 1943. 
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nl I An excerpt from the Decision and Direction of Election issued by the Board in the representation pro­
ceeding, noted in footnote 3, was received in evidence, and provided in part: "Track foremen, The Companies 
[Company and Corporation] seek the exclusion of the employees engaged in this classification on the ground 
that they are supervisors ... each of these employees directs the work of approximately I 0 men ... have the 
power to recommend disciplinary action with respect to those employees ... are paid approximately $ I per day 

.more ... We are of the opinion that these employees are supervisors ... " 
[**31] 

nl2 Cooper stated that Gillam at the time of the hearing was a roof man in the mine, employed occasionally 
as a substitute foreman in the absell:ce of a shift boss, but that Cooper did not recall specifically Gillam's job in 
1942 when he enrolled.Cooper. ' 

nl3 The places of posting were not specified. 

3. Rule against union activity on job anti-union statements 

About July of 1942 B. F. Murphy, Federal division superintendent called together the department heads, told them 
of the rights that workers had under the Wagner Act, admonished them against interference except to suppress argu­
ments on the job. These instructions were repeated during the fall of 1942 by Murphy to the foremen at safety meetings 
and in person as Murphy met them on the job. These instructions were intended to guide the supervisors, in their rela­
tions to the workmen in matters of union activity. No general instructions were given the employees, relating to their 
privileges. The instructions to supervisors in the Federal division were not repeated after the fall of 1942, until after the 
election in December 1943. 

C. K. Bain, superintendent [**32] of the Bonne Terre, Desloge, and Leadwood divisions, testified that in the early 
summer of 1942 the general manager of the Company discussed with him the provisions of the Wagner Act, and di­
rected him to instruct all foremen "not to discuss union matters with any men," and to maintain a noncommittal attitude 
to avert violation of the Act. Bain then called a meeting of all foremen in all divisions and gave them these instructions, 
and repeated them during m.eetings conducted during that fall. In meeting the foremen personally, he would at times 
discuss these instructions with them. There is no evidence that these instructions were repeated to supervisors in these 
divisions following the fall of 1942, until the fall of 1943 when again the general manager reminded Bain of the instruc­
tions, and Bain again relayed the instructions to the_ department heads, and they in tum to the lesser supervisors. 

The Company had changing rooms at various operations which housed the bulletin boards card-racks, and time 
clocks, and were places where the workmen gathered to change clothes. It had been customary for interested persons to 
use the bulletin boards for posting handbills and similar notices of [**33] picnics, shooting matches, dances, public 
sales, and church revival meetings. During the period when the Victory Club and the Independent were openly active, 
when the Union was conducting its campaign "under cover", notices of meetings of the Victory Club and the Independ­
ent were posted or given out in the changing rooms without any company admonition. Likewise, membership in both 
organizations was solicited in the changing rooms without repressive restraint. During this period the Union continued 
its solicitation of membership nl4 but did not attempt to pc:ist notices of its meetings. 

. ' 

nl4 There is no evidence indicating how or where union solicitation was conducted at this time, but 'pre-
sumably it was being carried on in the same manner and places as that being carried on for the other organiza­
tions. 

As noted above, the Union began its open campaign early in 1943, at which time the Independent was abandoned 
and the Victory Club apparently became inactive. In February the Union elected its temporary officers. At that time 
[**34] it scheduled its first open meeting in the auditorium at Desloge to which an important speaker was invited, and 
for the first time handbills were prepared to publicize sucb a meeting. A copy of this handbill was posted on the bulletin 
board in a changing room of the Federal division, and thereafter was tom down by the mirie captain, Joe LeBruyere. On 
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the two following days copies of this handbill were again posted, and in each instance the m~e captain removed it. On 
the last day LeBruyere went to Eli Hobaugh,. an employee under him with about 40 years' service, who was prominent 
in the union campaigns, and censured him for having repeatedly posted the notice. Hobaugh had not (*451] posted it, 
and denied having done so. In an extended argument about this matter, LeBruyere told Hobaugh that he could not dis­
tribute handbills or post them anywhere on the properties of the Company, and was prohibited from having such litera­
ture in his pockets when on the premises. About a half hour later on a chance meeting in another part of the mine, Le­
Bruyere and Hobaugh again argued about the posting of the notices at which time, according to Hobaugh, LeBruyere 
told him "some of you old fellows are going (**35] to be let out over this" and began a further remark with "that damn 
C. I. 0." which he left unfinished. A day or so following this incident, LeBruyere called the employees into a meeting 
and told them in substance that the Company prohibited the posting or distribution of any kind of literature anywhere on 
its premises, and prohibited any talk on the job about any organizations, and then added "When I say organization I 
mean churches of all denominations". LeBruyere was not called as a witness. The Trial Examiner finds these incidents 
occurred as related, and that LeBruyere's admonition was intended to relate to labor organizations. 

Similar instructions against posting literature were given by C. B. Schmidt, machine shop foreman in the Federal 
division, to T. W. Dempsey, a machine shop employee, both before and after he was elected temporary president of the 
Union. 

During this same period there was increased activity on the part of the Union in soliciting members, but the evi­
dence is vague as to how much of this solicitation occurred either in the changing rooms or at the places of work. Vari­
ous employees called as witnesses admitted their solicitation of members, but denied they did [**36) it "on the job." 

- Paul Black, a maintenance repairman in the Federal mill, was a member of the organizing committee of the Union 
in 1942. During that fall he was assigned to some repair work on the table floor of the mill, near the office. Buxton, who 
was then the assistant superintendent of the mill, nl5 asked Black about the meeting that had been held the night before, 
"the meeting at Stoney Point; the C. I. 0. meeting," and asked how many men from that division attended the meeting. 
Black avoided a discussion of it. Buxton remarked that the Company was not afraid of the Union. Later, according to 
Black, in another conversation Buxton told him "You could go places with the company if you would leave the Union 
alone," and added that Van Camp and other organizers were trying to get the.men's money to run away with it. Black 
testified that he told Buxton he did not think the organizers "were trying to do that because they aren't taking any 
money" and that he would not withdraw from the Union. Prior to this incident Buxton had been cordial with Black and 
talked freely with him on the job, and said Black was a "good hand," and had not criticized his work. Following this 
incident Buxton [**37) talked with him only seldom and only pertaining to work, and was noticeably critical of his 
work. In January 1943, according to Black, when he was working at the repair ofa crusher, Buxton accused him of 
starting an argument on the job with Thomas Wright because the latter refused to sign a C. I. 0. card. Black admitted be 
had bad an argument with this employee, but denied he had solicited him to sign a C. I. 0. card, and stated the argument 
had had no reference to such matter. Black quoted Buxton as saying that Division Superintendent Murphy had given 
instructions to discipline Black "about soliciting cards on the job," that the superintendent had beard "through sources" 
that Black had been doing this and ifhe heard of it again Black would have no job. Thereupon Buxton criticized Black 
for "laying down on the job" and said that Van Camp "was trying to ruin you with that bunch of lies." Again in March, 
according to Black, Buxton ordered him to stay out of the machine shop, and accused [*452) him of stopping men at 
work there to get them to sign cards, on an occasion when Black went through there to arrange for a truck to have some 
hauling done. Black 4enied having attempted any solicitation [* *3 8) while there, or at any other time on the job. Black 
testified that each employee about this time was admonished against any solicitation while at work. 

n15 Since September 1944, he has.Oeen the mill superintendent of the Federal division. 

Buxton, called as a witness later in the hearing, gave his version of each of these conversations. WitP, reference to 
the conversation alluding to the Stoney Point meeting, he said that Black told him of this meeting and "asked me what I 
thought about the C. I. 0 .... and said he was kind of on the fence about the thing and he didn't know just what he did 
think about it." nl6 With reference to the conversation which included the statement that "he could go places with the 
Company," Buxton made no denial of having added "if he would leave the Uni.on alone" but explained "I told him he 
could really go places if he wanted to do it and do the right thing," and that this was said in connection with his talk with 
Black at that time "about the way he was loafing around so much." He denied [**39] having made any reference to Van 
Camp, saying he had never heard of the man at that time, but made no specific denial of the remark that organizers were 
tfying to get the men's money and run away with it. He testified that Black "had ability, II but was inattentive to his job. 
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Having observed_ the manner of these witnesses in testifying to these incidents, and considering the plausibility of their 
testimony when related fo other findings made herein and when related to the Company's attitude toward the Union . 
which.then was manifes~ the Trial Examiner finds the account ofBlack more credible, and finds these two incidents 
occurred substantially as related by Black. · 

nl6 Buxton said he asked Black, "Do you think we need a union?" to which Black replied "Well, I was just 
wondering ·about that, whether we do or not . .. We are being treated pretty fule . . . I sometimes doubt if we do 
need a union .. . What do you think about it?", and Buxton quoted himself as saying, 'T don't know, it don't 
make any difference to me one way or the other, whether we do or whether we don't . .. ¢.at is your.business, 
and if you want to join a union there is nobody to keep yqu from it" and later added, "I imagine I would ifl was 
you, I believe I would because I think you want to join." · 

[**40] 

With reference to Black's argument with Wright, Buxton testified that Wright was the lead man in the crushing 
plant and he had requested Black, who did not work under him, to call another employee to help iii assembling a ma­
chine. Black answered Wright, "I am not working for you" and an argument ensued. Buxton, in questioning Black about 
the cause of this incident and not finding his explanation plausible, said "Didn't you ask him to sign a union card or try 
to make him do it?", to which Black replied "I asked him to sign it, but . . . didn't try to make him do it," at which time 
Buxton said, "Well, don't you know you should not do that on the job?" Buxton testified; "! told him that Mr. Murphy-­
that the Company did not want them to solicit men to join the Union while they were on the job. But as far as telling 
him I was told to get on him, I did not tell him that, and I wasn't told to get on him." The Trial Examiner fmds that Bux­
ton did accuse Black of soliciting union members on the job, and was prompted to do sq by the circumstances as related 
by Buxton, and not on express orders from Murphy at that time but in furtherance of a rule th.en being promulgated to 
restrain union activity [**41] on the job during working hours. The Trial Examiner believes, and finds, that Buxton 
took this occasion to warn Black about his work, and denounce the union organizers. 

With reference to the reprimand for solicitation in the machine shop, Buxton testified "so far as saying anything to 
him about trying to get them to sign union ·cards, I did not say that," but he did ask Black why he wanted to stop ap.d talk 
to the men there, to which Black responded that he had some business there, and Buxton said "I wish you would quit 
that." 

[*453] The Tnal Examiner finds that Biixton wrongfully attributed to Black an infraction of the Company's rule 
against solicitation, ordered Black to stay out of the ship, reprimanded him for having asked men to sign cards when 
such had not then occurred, and did so to curb Black's union activities. This inference is supported by .the similar treat­
ment accorded Otto Ratley at about tlie same time, hereinafter recounted, when both were prominent in the union cam­
paign, which then had been projected publicly and was commanding the attention of the employees and the antagonism 
of the Company. nl 7 · 

[**42] 

nl 7 Ratley, then employed in the construction department, at times worked in and near i:be mill. He testified 
he had heard that "Buxton gave Paul Black a going-over . . . a week before" and that Dunlap, the construction 
foreman who worked directly under Buxton, told him "You know I was supposed to get on you wheri Buxton 
got on Paui Black, but I neglected and hated to do it .. . I am getting it off my chest now." Dunlap then told Rat-
ley that he was "not doing satisfactory work" on 'a saw mill job. ' 

On March 6, 1943, Clinton H. Crane of New .York, president of the Company and the Corporation, had a meeting 
in St. Francois County with the supervisory personnel, delivered a speech to them, and followed his practice ofrespond­
ing to questions submitted to him. A typewritten copy of his remarks, filling ten pages, was identified at the hearing, 
and two excerpts were presented in evidence. Crane read the following question: · 

"Is it necessary to belong to a union to work for St. Joe? Union organizers are telling us to join now 
when it costs only two dollars, whereas later it will cost twenty-five dollars and we will be forced to join 
to hold our jobs." nl 8 
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n18 Division Superintendent Murphy, whom the Trial Examiner found to be a credible witness, alludes.to 
this question as having been "turned in." The Trial Examiner finds that this and the following question was sub­
mitted in writing. There is no evidence indicating who composed either question, nor is there any evidence indi­
cating any union was proposing to increase its initiation fees to$ 25. 

Crane answered: 

"It is not necessary for anyone to belong to a union to work for St. Joseph Lead Company. It never 
has been and it never will be. The St. Joseph Lead Company will never make an agreement which re­
quires it to force union membership on its men. On the other hand, the St. Joseph Lead Company will 
never interfere with the right of a man to join a union. There is no more reason why a man should join a 
union or why he should not join a union anymore than why he shou1djoin a church or not join a church. 
It would be just as reasonable to require a man to belong to the Catholic Church or the Methodist Church 
or the Congregational Church as to require him to be a union man to work for us. I have often heard of 
the saying, 'if you don't hurry up and get aboard now you never can'. Well, I have never found any diffi­
culty in getting aboard later." 

Crane then read the following question: 

"Will my joining or not joining a labor union affect my job or chances for advancement now or in 
the future?" -

Crane answered: 

"My answer to that is no." 

These were the only parts of his remarks that referred to matters of labor relations. Crane's speech, together with these 
and other [**44] questions and answers, were published in full in all local newspapers of general circulation in the 
Lead Belt, where they could be read by the employees. 

The Company's policy, as translated in part to the workers, was to restrain them from discussing union matters on 
the job, with the expressed qualification [*454] that they could discuss what they wish while "off the Company prop­
erty." The testimony of Thomas Glore, electrician at Leadwood, of Charles Bradley, carpenter at Leadwood, of Rubert 
Arnoldi, electrician at Desloge, and that of Division Superintendent Bain, and his assistant, E. L. Bilheimer, is mutually 
corroborative that Bain admonished a number of workmen in his divisions against such talk, when it became--as Bain 
characterized it--" obnox.ious" to other employees. The Company did not offer proof of specific instances of union solici­
tation, but only that it had reports of such activity. It is not clear whether this talk in fact was solicitation or did retard. 
the work, although it is apparent from the evidence and from the nature of the work done that casual conversations oc­
curred normally among the workmen. In the instance of admonishing Bradley, Bain told him he was "talking [**45] 
too much", and when asked to what he referred Bain said, "about anything ... your religion, your politics, your family 
affairs." nl9 

n 19 There were not previous, and no subsequent reprimands when either religion, politics or family affairs 
were discussed. A couple of days later, Bradley said to Bilheimer that Bain should have told him outright "to 
quit talking about the Union ... since i:hat is what he meant", which Bilheimer admitted but said "he could not 
do that." 

The admonition of Arnoldi was a reprimand and a warning. Bain, accompanied by Arnoldi's immediate foreman 
and two other foremen, summoned Arnoldi to a bulletin board where a clipped magazine article was posted, ascertained 
that Arnoldi did not n20 post it but required him to remove it. Bain then told Arnoldi it had been reported that Arnoldi 
"had been quite active in his Union" ,.that Bain learned Arnoldi was leaving his place of work "stopping men at their 
places, talking Union and so forth," and reprimanded him for such activity on Company time or property. [**46] Ar­
noldi testified, and the Trial Examiner finds him to be an honest and accurate witness, that there was very little talking 
being done in his department during working hours, with no one subject bej.ng discussed more than others. Bain then 
alluded to a notice issued by President Crane, and volunteered the statement that he knew it was a fact that the Company 
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had filed the application with the War Labor Board, referred to in the notice. n21 According to Bain, [*455] "one of 
them [the notices] appeared by the drinking fountain which is to the right of the north door of the machine shop as you 
walk in. It had been defaced by penciling it to say 'contradictory date'. So I asked Mr. Arnoldi and told him that I had 
heard he had made some derogatory statements about the veracity of the statement that Mr. Crane had signed. He said 
he had heard it wasn't true ... I told him that I could tell him personally and officially that was true ... and that if any 
further remarks about its truth were made I would just consider it as agitation." n22 ' 

n20 In the transcript, page 710, Bain testified " ... I asked him if he placed that there. He said he didn't." 
The Trial Examiner recalls Arnoldi testified he did not put it there, although the transcript, page 323, misstates 
his testimony: " ... he asked me ifl put that up there. I told him I did" [not]. 

[**47] 

[**48] 

n2 I In the following form: 

BONNE TERRE, MO., 

August 3, 1943. 

To.All Employees of St. Joseph Lead Company, 

Bonne Terre Farming & Cattle Company, 

Lead Belt Water Company, 

Bonne Terre Hospital Association, and 

Mine La Motte Corporation: 

It has been brought to my attentio'n that there are stories in current circulation in the Lead 
Belt to the effect that no one at Herculaneum is to receive an increase in pay and vacation except­
ing members of the Union. This is untrue. Everybody at Herculaneum receiving less than$ 
5,000 00 a year will receive the extra pay from the retroactive date and each wil receive a vaca­
tion. There are a few clerical, watchmen and supervisory employees at Herculaneum who can not 
be paid the increase until the same has been approved by the War Labor Board. 

Application was filed with the proper U.S. agencies on July 16 and July 19, 1943, for the 
approval of the increase for all employees receiving less than the$ 5,000.00 per year. This is in 
conformity with my statement of April 27, 1943, wherein I advised you that whatever increase 
was granted to Herculaneum, we would request be made applicable to our employees here in the 
Lead Belt, andJhis will be put into effect immediately upon receiving the approval of the War 
Labor Board. · 

I also want to remind you all that under the law no one can be required to belong to a union 
as a condition of employment nor can be frred because he joms a union. The St. Joseph Lead 
Company will never agree to a closed shop. 

Isl CLINTON W. CRANE, 

President. 

n22 Later, on cross-examination, he testified that Arnoldi "was the one man I heard had made the statement 
they had not made the application," but did not recall who reported this to him. When asked what other steps 
were taken to inform employees that the application had been made, other than speaking to Arnoldi, he said 
"The statement was signed by our president, stating so. It wasn't necessary.", but that he did believe there was 
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special cause to speak to Arnoldi. Further details of this incident are recounted later, in the events leading up to 
the discharge of Wallace C. Snyder. 

A month before the December election, Cornell Simmons, mine driller in the Federal division was asked by his 
foreman, Basil Thomas, "what do you hope to accomplish by the union?" n23 and with a slighting reference to employ­
ees who were leaders in the Union, said "If this union don't go through, they won't have any more job than a rabbit ... " 
Thomas did not deny the material parts of this testimony. n24 · 

n23 Substantially this same argument had been used in this division in January, 1943, when machine shop 
foreman Schmidt asked Dempsey why the men were organizing a union and told Dempsey he was wasting his 
time, "that the company had been good to the men and continued to be, and it was useless to organize a union". 
Dempsey's testimony in this respect was unrefuted, Schmidt not having been called as a witness. 

[**49] 

[**50] 

n24 The Trial Examiner fmds other incidents, described at the hearing, are not significant or are not so ma­
terial that they require a resolution of conflicting testimony, such as the remarks attributed by Hawkins to Mine 
Captain Jinkerson in the forepart of 1942, saying "We don't want the CIO here"; the remarks attributed by Cal­
vert and Mabery to Foreman Armon about August 1942, saying he "would not work a CIO man" when arguing 
whether John L. Lewis. was president of the CIO; the remarks attributed to Mine Inspector Aslinger early in 
1943 by Strausser, saying "this union, ifit got in, the men that worked in the special service ... like [your] dad 
would not have no job"; the remarks attributed by Spear to Foreman Hargis about the first of December 1943, 
saying "When the union gets in the company will quit paying bonuses"; the remarks attributed by Meadows to 
Chief Clerk Meadows, his brother, at an unfixed date, saying "it would not be wise for me to be a member be­
cause he didn't think that Mr. Bain would like the idea"; the conversation between Gilman, and foreman Gilman, 
his brother, when described as all "pooched up," or between him and Assistant Superintendent Turley, in Sep­
tember 1942, saying "Lavell said the IndependeJ:!t union would be more preferable than the C. I. 0. union"; and 
other incidents not alluded to in the text of this report nor in this footnote. 

4. Collective bargaining agreement 

Early in August, 19~3, the Union notified Respondents verbally, and on August 16th by letters, that it represented a 
majority of the production and maintenance employees at the lead mines and mills. On August 25th it filed its petition 
for certification as the exclusive bargaining representative with the Regional Office of the Board, pursuant to which the 
election was conducted on December 9, 1943, and the Union was certified. Following that, in December, negotiations 
began for a collective bargaining agreement and extended to March 13, I 944, when an agreement was executed. n25 
There was no evidence that the agreement was being violated in its specific provisions, and there was evidence that 
grievances were being adjusted under its terms. 

n25 Shortly after these negotiations began, the Respondents invited the Union to join in its application to the 
National War Labor Board which had been filed on July 15, 1943, and then was pending in the Regional Office, 
seeking authorization to grant a wage increase to classifications of employees represented by the Union. The Un­
' ion joined in the application, and oq February 28, 1944, the increase was authorized. 

[**51] [*456] At about the date when the agreement was executed, shop steward James Forrester had criticized 
some underground employees in the Desloge division for working between I 0:30 and 11 :00 a. m., the period fixed in 
the contract for lunch. Obedient to the protest, these employees suspended work at 10:30 on the following day, which 
prompted the Mine Captain, Paul Jinkerson, to censure Forrester for "shutting down" operations. Nevertheless, the 
lunch period ~as observed thereafter at the hours fixed in the agreement. This circumstance was la~er discussed by the 
union grievance committee with Superintendent Bain, at which time Bain said in substance if the union committeeman 
insisted on "hewing to the line" in this respect, the Company in turn would hold the committeeman "responsible for 
eight hours work for every man underground." n26 
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n26 The grievance committee at about this time presented to Bain as a grievance the surly attitude of Mine 
Captain Jinkerson at the time of his refusal to discuss with Forrester and another steward. Rawson, a matter 
which they attempted to adjust with him during January, prior to the execution of the agreement which fixed the 
grievance procedure. At that time Jinkerson was under instructions from the Company, then engaged in negotiat­
ing with the Union for the agreement, not to deal with any union representatives. 

In April, on an occasion when John Calvert and Clifford Strausser, electricians in the Desloge division, were work­
ing with their foreman, Lewis Annon, Strausser contended that he should be receiving a higher pay rate, notwithstand­
ing his term of service had not made him eligible for the top rate under the "merit increase" system of the Company. 
The argument became somewhat heated, and Strausser supported his contention with Armon by alluding to terms of the 
contract. Armon responded by saying, the "contract wasn't worth the paper it was written on." 

In midsummer of 1944 John Surina, shop steward in the Leadwood division, received a complaint from a machine 
operator, whose job had been given to another man by Mine Captain Pettus. Surina ,considered this transfer contrary to 
the job-bidding clause of the contract and inquired of Pettus concerning his action, although he did not present the mat­
ter formally as a grievance. Pettus asserted he had the right to do it, and Surina told him he thought he could not "ac­
cording to the book"--alluding to the contract which was published in booklet form. Pettus, apparently as an impatient 
exclamation, denounced "the book" and told Surina ifhe didn't [**53] get away from there Pettus would pull his 
whiskers out. Surina then presented Pettus' action as a grievance to Superintendent Bain, requesting Bain to have Pettus 
brought before the grievance committee, which Bain refused. This matter remained unsettled at the time of the hearing. 
In a previous instance however, when discipline was imposed on another worlanan for some infraction, Pettus coun­
selled with Surina concerning the intended discipline and did so with apparent deference to Surina's position as shop 
steward. 

C. Discrimination to discourage union membership 

1. Otto Ratley 

Otto Ratley was first employed by the Company in 1910, and worked until 1922, when be quit to engage in busi­
ness for himself. n27 He again entered the Company's employ in March 1937 as a laborer, and worked in a variety of 
jobs, such as steel work, pipe fitting, concrete frnishing, plastering, and later as carpenter. In September 1937 the Com­
pany established the Construction Department with Dunlap as its supervisor. At that time Ratley was assigned to this 
department where be worked until 1941, when he was tran'sferred to the [*457] mill repair gang under Buxton and con-
tinued there until the episode of January 1942, [**54] related above. " 

n27 One enterprise was improving real estate, the construction work of which he did personally and also 
through building contractors. 

Following his transfer at that time back to the construction department, Ratley continued there until be quit on June 
12, 1943, working either in the carpentry shop under Foreman Lawrence Maurer or on the construction gang under 
Foreman Arch Ketcherside, both under the general supervision of Construction Foreman Dunlap. 

In the early spring of 1942 he joined the Union, and was selected to represent the Construction Department as one 
of its organizing committee. Ratley helped in the distribution of membership applications, enrolled numerous members, 
attended the Union's meetings, and participated generally in its activities, during both its "under cover" period and its 
open campaign. 

Before he received his "merit increase.'.' in the spring of 1942, referred to above, Ratley asked Carl Davis, an em­
ployee in the personnel section, why he was not entitled to a raise when other [**55] employees were granted them. 
According to Ratley, Davis told him, "you do anything that is to be done, and get the work done and do it by yourself," 
and promised Ratley that he would "find out what is the matter." Two or three hours later Davis reported to Ratley he 
was retarded because of the incident with Buxton, in January. Several weeks later Ratley received his "merit increase," 
which was his last raise in pay. 
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Ratley testified that more than half the time he was employed in his carpentry assignments as a lead man. Accord­
ing to Ratley, the first complaint he received about his work was early in 1943, when Dunlap asked him if he knew he 
was failing to give satisfaction,-"Wasn't making a hand," and told him his foreman had made complaint against him. 
Thereafter, Dunlap found occasion repeatedly to criticize him. In March when working at a sawmill, as related above, 
Ratley said that Dunlap told him "You are not doing satisfactory work, you are not doing your work," and said, ;'You 
know I was supposed to get on you when Buxton got on Paul Black, but I neglected and hated to do it ... I am getting it 
off my chest now." On another occasion in April, according to Ratley, when finishing [**56] seyeral days' work in 
building ladders for which his immediate foreman complimented his fast work, Dunlap criticized him "for letting down 
on the job." Later, when building racks in the core house, which required ~e shaping of lumber and entailed some loss 
of time, Dunlap told Ratley he was "doing an awful lot of standing around," and said he had loafed on a previous job 
when he had erected partitions for a core inspection room. According to Ratley, he bad not been criticized by any of his 
immediate foremen during this period or at any other time. 

In the latter part of May, Dunlap assigned Ratley to work on a dam construction job under Foreman George Gib­
bons, and then told Ratley if he did not make good on that job he would be terminated, since all his foremen had com­
plained about this work. On the second day of that assignment Dunlap appeared at the job and took Ratley off in his car, 
when he told him "Gibbons is complaining" and said "Now, I know you could do it. I want you to get in there and 
work." A few days later, according to Ratley, Dimlap said that Gibbons had made further complaint that Ratley "wasn't 
making good," bad done everything but the right thing, to which Dunlap [**57] added that Gibbons was the last fbre­
man he could put Ratley under and he was going to classify Ratley as a "helper". n28 Ratley responded, "What you 
want me to do is quit ... Wby don't you fire me?", and quoted Dunlap as saying, "I ain't no fool ... No, I don't want 
you to quit; [*458] I want you to get in and do your work," and refused Ratley's proposal to talk with Gibbons about 
the complaints supposedly made by him. Ratley testified that during this last week of work, Dunlap censured him on 
three different occasions. · 

n28 It appears from Ratley's testimony, carpenters were classified either as "leaders" or "helpers." Else­
where be testified that on his first day on the dam construction job Foreman Gibbons told him "I am supposed to 
be the leader here and you are supposed to be the helper here." 

Two days before he quit, Ratley requested Foreman Gibbons to tell Dunlap that he would quit if given a release. 
Gibbons refused to request the release or see Dunlap, saying "No, you go ahead and work.- .. You are making a good 
[**58] hand here, and to the devil with him; you just stay down here and work." n29 Ratley told Gibbons, "No, it is too 
unsatisfactory, and I figure he has demoted me; he has put me out in this darned mud and water as a helper, and I don't 
think I am very important." n30 On Saturday, June 12, Ratley again requested Gibbons to report to Dunlap his intention 
to quit, and again Gibbons attempted to dissuade him. At the close of work that day, Ratley told Dunlap he was quitting, 
and asked him to arrange for his release. 

[**59] 

n29 Earlier in his testimony Ratley quoted Gibbons on this occasion as saying, "No, you ain't going to quit. 
You are making a good hand here. Ifhe [Dunlap J comes back and bothers you again, you let me know and I will 
tell him to keep his nose out of my business, and if this job isn't suiting him he can put somebody else on it. You 
stay right here on the job." 

n30 Ratley was paid at his regular rate for work done that week and customarily received the same rate of 
pay in instances when he was assigned as a leader. 

On the following Monday, June 14, Ratley again saw Dunlap who sent him to the personnel office to get his separa­
tion papers. Phillips, the personnel manager, asked what had provoked him, told him he imagined his abuse, n3 I offered 
to investigate the situation, urged there was no need to quit, referred him to the employment agent, Knowles, who of­
fered to transfer Ratley to a job underground as a railroad maintenance man, which Ratley refused with the explanation 
that was not his trade. 

" 

n3 I When told he was imagining that he was being abused by Dunlap, he reminded ~~llips of an instance 
when he, Ratley, had reported to the personnel office Dunlap's efforts to make his work "look bad,"_ by assigning 
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him to do a job without providing materials that were required, and to corroborate his complaint in that instance 
Ratley had taken Phillips to the job and had shown him the situation. 

After leaving the Company's employ, Ratley registered with the U.S. Employment Service. About 30 days thereaf­
ter, Ratley applied for a job with [**60] a construction contractor, Pullem, who had a contract job for laying brick and 
tile around the Federal Mill building on the Company's property. Pullem later notified Ratley to come to work on a 
Monday morning, and exacted from him a promise that he be there on that day to work with a mortar mixer employed to 
help Ratley. When Ratley went to work on the appointed Monday, he was denied entrance to the place of work, and was 
told by Phillips, personnel manager of the Company, that Dunlap phoned him on the preceding evening and told him 
that he did not want Ratley to work there under Pullem. Following this incident, Ratley sought work elsewhere, and did 
find some occasional employment. 

Dunlap testified that he first had complaints about Ratley's work before he was assigned to the mill under Buxton in 
1941, at the time Ratley was working under Dunlap, but did not then discuss these complaints with Ratley. He testified 
that he had consented to the transfer of Ratley to his department, in January 1942, after he satisfied himself that the 
Company had approved of Ratley being reinstated. 

Dunlap testified that the first instance thereafter when it came to his attention that Ratley was not satisfactory, 
[**61] was when Ratley was assigned as a helper, to construct a core inspection room at River Mine. He had had no 
complaint about Ratley, but observed that the job did not progress satisfactorily. This prompted his investigation and he 
learned that Ratley was visiting with employees there and leaving the work to be done by the other man assigned to 
[*459] the job, Flannery. He said he corrected this situation, by taking "Flannery off the job and gave Ratley a helper .. 
. made him [Ratley] responsible ... and we got the job done." He said Ratley worked better as a lead man, and occa­
sionally would be assigned as a lead man, but that he "didn't make a very good subordinate ... left the job rather fre­
quently and talked to everyone that he could find to talk to." He stated that Ketcherside, construction gang foreman, 
complained about Ratley "about a half a dozen times ... from the time he came back from the mill until he went to 
Gibbons ... ," although Dunlap could recall no specific instance of such complaint. n32 He testified that Maurer, car­
penter shop foreman, complained several times, and recalled one instance "on the form job for that addition to the Fed­
eral machine shop .... Estes [a [**62] carpenter] complained to Maurer and Maurer spoke to me about it" in the spring 
of 1943. He added that Maurer complained to him "practically every time I asked him how Ratley was getting along"; 
and said he was prompted to make those inquiries because "I was suspicious of him; after a man falls down in one de­
partment he usually falls down in the next one"; and explai.µed his suspicions were first aroused "before Ratley went to 
the mill, he was failing before he went to the mill in 1941." 

n32 Ketcherside was not called as a witness. 

Dunlap testified, however, that the first time he talked with Ratley about his work was in the spring of 1943, after 
Maurer made the complaint concerning Ratley's work with Estes on the form job in the machine shop. He said he had 
no recollection of the instance in March, described by Ratley, when "he was supposed to get on him." He did recall Rat­
ley's assignment to build ladders, and said "those ladders were built in record time" by Ratley and Estes "who made 
Ratley put out on that ladder [**63] manufacturing job." He did not recall having criticized Ratley then. 

He admitted having told Ratley, before assigning him to the dam construction job, that he would terminate his ser­
vice with the construction department if he did not make good, "because he had to make good and we were giving him 
the last chance." With reference to Ratley's work on this job Dunlap testified "I drove down.there one morning and I 
asked Gibbons how the job was going, and he complained that Ratley was not making a hand down there ... the follow­
ing day ... I picked Ratley up in the car ... and I told him that George had complained that he was not making a hand 
down there ... " With reference to the subsequent occasions described by Ratley, Dunlap said "I believe that there was 
only one conversati~n with him" the 9ne when he picked up Ratle)( in his car. He denied that he had said to Ratley that. 
he was "not a fool," when according to Ratley the latter asked why Dunlap did not fire him. He denied that Ratley 
talked with him at all on Saturday, June 12, and said he first learned that Ratley had quit on Monday morning, June 
14th. He said Ratley's period of employment on the dam construction job was from [**64] ten days to two weeks. 

With reference to the contract work of Pullem, Dunlap testified that Pullem "came to me one morning and wanted 
to know about putting Ratley to work on the job, and I told him I didn't want him." n33 He explained his disapproval of 
Ratley "because Pullem was operating on a more or less cost-plus basis, and I knew Ratley would not work and there 
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wasn't any use of running up the expense of the job," although testifying he did not know what Ratley was hired to do. 
n34 

n33 In lo_cating the place of this job, Dunlap said "our men were right with Pullem's men, building scaffold-
ing and things of that sort." ' 

n34 Ratley testified that he read the contract between Pullem and the Company, and th~t it provided for 
payment to Pullem at a fixed price per hundred for tile and per thousand for brick laid. 

(*460] Foreman Maurer, called as a witness· by the Board, testified that Ratley had worked for him before being 
assigned to the dam construction job, and that he considered him an "average worker," n35 and had made ("""65) such 
report to Dunlap. He said he had had only one occasion to complain to Dunlap about Ratley's work, alluding to the oc­
casion when Estes reported that Ratley was "loafing on the job, and he had all the work to do." 

n35 Both Maurer and Gibbons were called as witnesses in August 1943 before the Unemployment Compen­
sation Commission of Missouri in a proceeding brought by Ratley against the Company, when they gave testi­
mony in about the same words concerning the quality of Ratley's work. Maurer retains his position with the 
Company as a salaried foreman, and Gibbons retains his position as a shaft foreman paid on a daily rate. Gib­
bons is a member of the Union, and ~s covered by the Union's bargaining agreement. 

Foreman Gibbons, called as a witness by the Board, testified that Ratley worked for him on the dam construction 
job, and in shaft work, and that he "made a good hand." n36 He testified that he had not volunteered a complaint about 
Ratley's work at any time, but said that on the second day of the dam construction (*"'66] job he was called into 
Dunlap's office, when Dunlap asked him how "everything was going." Gibbons asked if he meant the equipment, and 
Dunlap said "no, I mean personne~" and then asked particularly about Ratley, to which Gibbons replied, "Oh, there is 
room for improvement for all of us." He testified he made no specific criticism other than this remark. In his testimony 
he explained that on "the first day he [Ratley] seemed to think there was a controversy or hard feeling for

0

him. He 
seemed to think I had it in for him ... He did not do much the first day of anything." He testified that a few days later 
he reported to bis superior "he [Ratley] was now doing good work, and should be left alone," and stated, "he stayed on 
the job and made a good hand on that particular job." He recalled, rather indefinitely, that Ratley told him he intended to 
quit, but did not tell him for what reason. The dam construction job continued after Ratley quit, and some work was 
being done on it at the time of the hearing. 

n36 See the next preceding footnote. 

[**67) 

The Trial Examiner, upon his observations of Ratley and Dunlap and upon consideration of their testimony, is un­
able to accord full credence to either ofi:hem. Ratley sometimes was vague in fixing the time and sequence of events, 
'Vas confusing by assigning the same detail to more than one incident, and was prone to be argumentative instead of 
giving objective descriptions of what otcurred. Dunlap's testimony, while definite, in parts was discredited by inherent 
inconsistencies and was contrary to other corroborated circumstances, and also lacked that candor that accredits an intel­
ligent witness. Upon his appraisal of all the evidence, the Trial Examiner believes and finds that Ratley had been con­
sidered an acceptable workman prior to 1942, and that his work did not d.eteriorate thereafter either in quality or in the 
measure of diligence given it; that Ratley was prominently active in behalf of the Union, a fact known to· Dunlap n37 
who admitted his close supervision prompted by "suspicions" of Ratley; that Dunlap's suspicions were not excited by 
the indolence he attributed to Ratley, and which be exaggerated and used as a pretext for his repeated criticisms of Rat­
ley; that Dunlap misrepresented [**68) the number and nature of complaints he received against Riley, and falsely in­
formed Ratley of his defection with his foremen. 

n37 Ratley testified when working at the core house in March or April, Dunlap told him he was "too busy 
organizing" and "handing-out" union cards. On cross-examination he admitted that Dunlap alluded to such activ­
ity on company time, but contended Dunlap had no opportunity to observe such activity on the core house job 
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because his visits there were short and infrequent. Dunlap did not testify to any of his criticisms being prompted 
by Ratley's violation of the no-solicitation rule, if such occurred. If that was Ratley's offensive conduct, causing 
the harrassing treatment, Dunlap did not reveal it and the Company failed to urge it. 

[*461] 2. Wallace C. Snyder ,, 
Snyder entered the employ of the Company on February 22, 1943, as a stock clerk in the supply house located 

above ground in the Desloge division. His immediate foreman in the supply house was C. P. Hill, Jr., working directly 
under Oscar Meadows, (**69] chief clerk and assistant employment manager of the Desloge division. Snyder's princi­
pal work was to issue Sl,lpplies when requisitioned. n38 He was one of four stock clerks, until one was inducted in the 
military service, after which Snyder and the other two did the work formerly done by the four. His work was satisfac­
tory, enough so that Meadows and Bain spoke well of it at the time of Snyder's discharge. 

n38 Other duties required him to go to the places of various operations above ground, at times in delivering 
supplies, in attending to the maintenance and replacement of miner's lamps kept in the change house, in making 
a monthly inventory of certain supplies that were stored near their place of use to avoid unnecessary handling. 

Snyder Joined the Union in April 1943, helped in soliciting members, attended its meetings, and on one occasion 
raised the question whether stock clerks would be included in the bargaining unit to be petitioned for. 

On August 3, 1943, the Company's president issued the notice to the employees [**70] of the Company and its 
subsidiaries, relating to its application to the War Labor Board for authority to increase wages, alluding to the employ­
ees' rights in joining a union, and declaring the Company would never agree to a closed shop. n39 On that day Meadows 
brought a copy into the supply house and gave it to Hill, Snyder's foreman, who in turn directed Snyder to post it there. 
Reading it at that moment, Snyder commented to Hill on the assertions contained therein, and told his foreman that he 
was a member of the Union. 

n3 9 It is set forth in footnote 21, above. 

Prior to this time there had been talk among the employees concerning the reported action of the Company in mak­
ing application to the War Labor Board for authority to increase their wages to a level equal to wages paid employees in 
the Company's Herculaneum plant. Snyder testified, "We were hearing from down at the union ball that the application 
had not yet been made." Crane's notice caused further speculation on the part of some of the union members, and (* *71] 
was discussed between Snyder and Rubert Arnoldi, Desloge electrician, as they rode home from a union meeting. Ar­
noldi then was chairman of the legislative committee of the Union, and later became its president. He and Arnoldi de­
cided to satisfy themselves on the matter, and Snyder wrote a letter to the War Labor Board to ascertain ifthe applica­
tion had been filed. Before mailing it he showed the letter, dated August 18, 1943, to Arnoldi. n40 

(**72] 

n40 Snyder's letter was acknowledged on August 28 by the National War Labor Board, which referred it to 
.the Non-Ferrous Metals Commission of that Board in Denver, Colorado, which in tum responded on September 
3, saying, the" ... Company sent copies of applications to S. M. Thompson, Industry Member of the Non­
ferrous Metals Commission ... This office studied the transmittal letter signed by L. T. Sicka [General Man­
ager] and concluded the copies of applications were for the information of the Commission and were not to be 
processed. Accordingly, on July 27th we wrote Mr. Sicka to this effect advising him that we assumed the origi­
nal copies of the applications were being filed with the Wage and Hour office, Department of Labor, and that 
they would be transmitted to the Regional Office of the War Labor Board at Kansas City for action ... " Snyder 
testified he received this letter on September 7, 2 days before his discharge. 

Shortly thereafter, Claude Mabery, an electrician who worked in the shop with Arnoldi, overheard a conversation 
between Mechanical Foremai;i Welland and employee Waller concerning the notice that Crane had issued. A few min­
utes later, according to Mabery, when he .was talking with Foreman Welland, he told Welland that "Mr. Arnoldi had 
told me that Mr. Snyder had written a letter to the War Labor Board to find out ifthe petition had been filed with the 
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·War Labor [*462) Board." He testified that Welland "started questioning me about it, and I told him that he could find 
out about it from Mr. Arnoldi, as Mr. Arnoldi was sitting about 8 or 10 feet from us ... So he told me he didn't have 
time ... " n41 

n41 Welland, called as a witness, testified he did not recall this incident, although he did have occasional 
conversations with Mabery in the course of his work. He did not recall any conversation concerning Crane's no­
tice, nor that he was told.of Arnoldi's statement concerning the inquiry made, nor that Snyder was the author of 
the letter. 

(**73] 

A few minutes later, Division Superintendent Bain, accompanied by Arnoldi's immediate foremen and two other 
foremen, came into the electric shop where Arnoldi was working. n42 As related above, Bain led Arnoldi into the ma­
chine shop to the bulletin board, asked him about the clipping that was there, reprimanded Arnoldi for asserted viola­
tions of the Company's rule against discussing union business on the job, alluded to President Crane's notice, and 
warned him that further comments about it would be considered "as agitation." 

n42 Mabery corroborates Arnoldi with reference to this incident. 

' As noted above, on August 25, the Union filed its petition for certification as representative in the regional office of 
the Board, in St. Louis. Shortly thereafter a conference was held in the regional office, in connection with this petition, 
attended by representatives of the Union and the Company. The Company did not have with it at this conference data 
which the Board requested, relating to the number of men employed in various [**74] operations. The Union undertook 
to secure this information through its members. n43 Its committeeman from the Desloge division, Charles Adams, 
asked Snyder to get the number of employees working above ground and below ground in that division. On Saturday, 
September 4, Snyder asked Carl French1 a timekeeping clerk who then worked in the Desloge division office, to give 
him the total number of men who worked in that division. French said he did not know the figure, and suggested that 
Snyder ask Dailey Goforth, an accounting clerk in the Desloge office who previously had been a stock clerk in the sup­
ply house. n44 Snyder then went to Goforth who told him he did not have the information, but that he could get it from 
the munber of time-cards in the card racks. n45 ' 

[**75] 

n43 The evidence is clear that the Union sought the information at the request of a Board agent; the evi­
dence will not permit the inference that the Company wilfully refused to produce the data, nor that Snyder's sub­
sequent discharge was a reprisal because he sought that which the Company had refused. 

n44 French, later called as a witness by the Board, fully corroborated Snyder in his account of this incident. 

n45 Goforth, called later as a witness by Respondents, con.finned that Snyder had asked him for the number 
of employees, but stated "I told him I didn't know, and the information--! had been told not to let out any infor­
mation in here," and later said it was "because the information was supposed to be kept within the office." Sny­
der, when recalled, testified that Goforth made no such statement to him, but on the contrary Goforth told him 
the number of persons employed as telephone operators, watchmen, and in special services in what was consid­
ered general work, and referred him to the card racks in the mill, shop, and changing room for those working 
underground, to get the number of employees in those operations. 

Snyder testified he followed this suggestion, and immediately thereafter went to the card racks and got the total 
number of men working in the mill, shop, and underground, by counting the card places in the rack and estimating the 
approximate number. He said he turned this information over to the Union on Saturday evening. The Trial Examiner 
finds, on considering the mutual corroboration [* *7 6] of Snyder and French, the subsequent undisputed action of Sny­
der being consistent with his version of Goforth's statement, and an undenied incident n46 in which Goforth attempted 
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at that time to shield Snyder, that Goforth did refer Snyder [*463] to the card racks for his requested information and 
did not tell Snyder he was prohibited from giving out such inform~tion. 

n46 Snyder testified, without refutation, that on Wednesday at noon Goforth came and told Snyder that 
Oscar Meadows had questioned him concerning his conversation with Snyder on Saturday, and he told Mead­
ows that Snyder "wanted him to go on a squfrrel hunting trip." 

Snyder testified that on the following Tuesday, when going to work he was told by Charley Adams that the Union 
was required to report to the Board's Regional Office the number of men in"the various underground operations, and he 
suggested to Snyder that he might get this information from Ben Weitzel, an accounting clerk in the Desloge office who 
had expressed interest in being included in the bargaining [**77] unit. Late that afternoon Snyder went up to where· 
Weitzel worked in the office of the mine superintendent, and asked him how many men worked in various underground 
opyrations. According to Snyder, Weitzel responded by telling him the number that worked in the drift, and in the 
stopes, when their conversation was interrupted by the approach of the safety engineer. Snyder testified that Weitzel 
then told him he would give Snyder the information that evening or the next morning~ whereupon Snyder told him he 
would have Adams get it from him that evening, since the information was wanted at a union meeting that night. He 
testified further that he did not get to see Adams to make this arrangement, nor did he see Weitzel that night. As noted 
above, on that evening Snyder received an answer to his letter to the War Lal;>or Board. According to Snyder, when 

. Weitzel passed the supply house on the next day Snyder asked for the information, at which time Weitzel said, "I am 
afraid to give it to you, Wallace. I am afraid I will get in trouble." Snyder told him then, "If you think it will get you in 
trouble we do not want it," and told him to let it go. At noon that day, as noted above, Goforth told [**78] Snyder that · 
Oscar Meadows, the chief clerk on that morning had questioned him about their conversation on Saturday. During the 
afternoon Snyder saw Superintendent Bain at the Desloge division, and for the first time saw him down in the supply 
house. 

Weitzel was called as a witness by the Board. He testified to having had two conversations with Snyder before his 
discharge, when Snyder sought information about the number of men employed underground at Desloge. Weitzel fixed 
the first conversation as having occurred near the supply house, "two or three or four weeks" before another that oc­
curred in his office. He said in the first conversation, Snyder told him "he wanted the number of men that were on the 
mine pay roll and the breakdown of them by departments," in response to which Weitzel said, "I would see him later." 
With reference to the second conversation, n47 he said Snyder "asked the number of men in the mine organization and 
how they were broken down by departments. I started to give it to him and then I decided I wasn't supposed to and I 
didn't. With reference to this last statement, he later testified, "I was going to, but I don't remember exactly whether I 
said a word about [**79] anything or whether I didn't. I don't believe that I did." He did not recall whether he told Sny­
der why he was refusing to give him the information, but he said he refused to do so because he then remembered a 
general instruction he had received from Oscar Meadows 15 years before to the effect that "everything in the office was 
confidential, meaning mostly everything in the office." He said that afterwards--he was not sure whether it was the same 
day--he went to Oscar Meadows' office and told him that Snyder had been seeking this information. He did not remem­
ber what Meadows said in response. Following that, and before Snyder's discharge which occurred on Thursday, Sep­
tember 9, he was called to Meadows' office where he related to both Bain and Meadows what he previously had told the 
latter. Noting the nervous and confused manner of this witness when testifying and his vague and unconvincing testi­
mony, the Trial Examiner does not credit any part of it that is inconsistent with the straightforward and credible account 
given by Snyder, who was consistent in detailing what happened through extended and repeated cross-examination. 

n47 Weitzel said it occurred during the afternoon, but he could not fix the day. 

[**80] [*464] Oscar Meadows, the chief clerk, called by the Company as a witness, testified that Wei1;zel told 
him of Snyder's inquiry, whereupon Meadows interrogated other clerks and was told by Fre_nch and Goforth that Snyder 
had asked them about the matter. Meadows said the information requested by Snyder was confidential, and that he had 
given each of his clerks specific instructions when each was hired, not to betray any information they learned in the 
office. He said Goforth told him n48 that he had refused to disclose to Snyder the information requested, explaining to 
Snyder that he bad been instructed to keep office information confidential and would not furnish it to him. Meadows 
testified that Superintendent Bain was at Desloge the day he talked with Weitzel, French, and Goforth, and about mi­
dafternoon he told Bain what he bad learned from the three clerks. He said he had not inquired of the clerks for what 
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purpose Snyder had sought this information, and that Bain did not ask him the purpose for which Snyder wanted it, that 
they considered only that the information sought was confidential. n49 He testified, in talking with Bain there was no 
allusion to Snyder's activities in the Union, [**81] and that he knew nothing about Snyder's activities. He said that 

. neither he nor Bain tried to see Snyder that day, but that Bain said he would think the matter over and talk with Mead­
ows on the following morning. 

n48 Goforth did not testify that he told Meadows this. 

n49 Bain later testified it would have made no difference to him if he had known the purpose for which the 
information was wanted. 

On the following morning, Thursday, Bain returned to the Desloge division office, and questioned the three clerks 
to confirm what they had told Meadows. Bain testified, concerning Snyder, "he had made four attempts to obtain some 
information to which be was not entitled, two of those attempts were made after he had been told by one of our employ­
ees that the information was confidential [alluding to what Goforth had said]. I asked Mr. Meadows to call him over to 
the office." Bain testified, "It has been one of the unwritten rules of the Company that anyone that was guilty of trying 
to obtain or give confidential information (**82] would be no longer in our employ." n50 There was no evidence that 
the "unwritten" rule against trying to obtain information, in contrast to the instructions given clerks against giving out 
such information, was ever announced; and Bain testified he knew .of no instructions being given to anyone other than 
clerks in the division office. Snyder, in his testimony, stated he had never been so instructed, and knew of no rule 
against making inquiry concerning employment data 

n50 He was then asked by Company's counsel, "Are you acquainted with any rule applying to clerical em­
ployees with reference to confidential information?" to which he replied. "I am and I so instructed Mr. Meadows 
to give those instructions to his new clerks ... that the Company's information and figures are confidential." 

Bain said be understood the information sought by Snyder to be "the total number of men in the mine; broken down 
by job classifications into various departments underground." Bain characterized this as "confidential information," and 
(**83] said that Snyder "was trying to get some information we kept in the vault, and the vaults are closed," and ex­
plained further "that data was part of the record of the St. Joseph Lead Company and was not for publication," and "we 
have all been instructed that even the smallest article written regarding St. Joseph Lead Company's affairs is transmitted 
through the central office for approval before publication." He described at length the restraints imposed by the Plant 
Security Division of the War Department, applicable to the Company's operations, but failed to disclose that any of 
these regulations h~d application to divulging the number of men engaged in mining operations. He said be saw no pos­
sibility of sabotage in having this information disclosed. When (*465] asked by the Trial Examiner what there was in 
the nature of the information that made it confidential, his answer was "only that it was the St. Joseph Lead Company's 
policy, and it is open to any authorized person." n5 l 

(**84] 

n51 At the conclusion of the hearing the Trial Examiner invited the Company to discuse in its brief what 
made such information confidential, and in response it cited this answer of Bain. The Company's brief states, 
"The. Company has for years given instructions to its office employees that all office information is considered 
to be confidential to the Company and that no information can be given out by any employee until clearance is 
had through the central office. This absolute rule applies to the most trivial as well as the most important fact re­
lating to the Company's business. Violation of this rule subjects the guilty employee to discharge." 

On that same morning, September 9, Snyder was called to Meadows' office, where he met Bain personally for the 
first time. According to Snyder, Bain said to him, "I called you up here to tell you we are going to let you go for at­
tempting to secure confidential information." Snyder answered by saying he regretted to hear he was going to lose his 
job. After a moment's silence, according to Snyder, Bain said, "Well, Snyder, don't you want to deny it," to which Sny­
der responded, saying, "No, sir." This concluded his employment. He testified that Bain did not state explicitly what 
was meant by "confidential information," and that he inferred it had reference either to his efforts to ascertain whether 
the Company had filed its application with the War Labor Board, or to his efforts to learn the number of employees 
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· working in various operations at Desloge. He explained it involved in each instance his dealings with other employees 
who were his friends, and he was reluctant to implicate any of these people in his predicament. He said he did not ask 
Bain to be explicit. 

Meadows recounted the incident with the same detail described by Snyder, and quoted Bain in saying, "We have 
information or [**85] reports that you have attempted to secure confidential office information, and we will have to 
discharge you if this is true." 

Bain, testifying to this event, said, "I told Snyder that I had been informed and I had verified personally the state­
ment that he had sought confidential payroll information of the Company, and that ifit was true I was going to have to 
discharge him. I said, 'Is it true?' He said, 'yes.' He said 'but I didn't get the information.'" n52 Bain testified it was his 
recollection that he specifically mentioned to Snyder that his offense was in seeking "payroll information" that was con­
fidential. Snyder, later called again as a witness, stated positively that Bain did not specify the allegedly confidential 
information related to "payroll" data, and at no time did Snyder remark to Bain that he had sought such information but 
failed to get it. 

[**86] 

I 
n52 Both Snyder and Meadows quoted Bain, in this remark, as saying he would rather see Snyder cart away 

a truck load of strategic supplies than to get information that was confidential. Bain testified, however, that he 
said, "You have proven to me that you are unworthy of trust in the position, and as far as your not getting the in­
formation, you would be just as guilty as if you were loading your car with copper wire and we caught you be­
fore you left the plant." 

Snyder was a credible, dependable, and accurate witness. Insofar as there is a conflict between his testimony and 
that of Bain, Snyder is corroborated by Meadows. The Trial Examiner finds the occurrences were as related by Snyder; 
that Snyder violated no preexisting rule; that the previous instructions were a restraint upon office clerks divulging in­
formation, and that this instruction was not given to clerks in the supply house and was unknown to Snyder; that Bain's 
explanation of company practices in releasing information had reference to disclosures to the public, instead of to its 
employees, and related to matters of a different character than the number of employees which ordinarily would be 
[*466] commonly known or easily ascertainable by employees; that such information was not of the nature ofa trade , 
secret or data to be used in collective bargaining, nor was its use likely to endanger the legitimate interests of the Com­
pany; that the professed "confidential" nature of the information was attributed it to give an appearance of justification 
for the Company's actions; that the Company knew the Union had an interest in securing the information, knew the pur-. 
pose for which Snyder sought [**87) it, and knew he was acting in behalf of the Union in seeking it; that it feigned a· 
lack of knowledge and a lack of interest in the purposes for which the information was sought; and that it fixed upon 
Snyder's efforts to get this information as a pretext for discharging him. 

D. Findings in conclusion 

The treatment of Otto Ratley, from early 1943 until he quit, was in marked contrast to that which preceded 1943. 
Dunlap's assigned reasons for such treatment, that Ratley was inefficient and indolent, is discredited by his own admis­
sions as to Ratley's capabilities in his work and also by lack of corroboration of the complaints against Ratley. On the 
contrary, the immediate foremen found him to be an acceptable workman. Dunlap failed to substantiate such difference 
in Ratley's conduct that would warrant the difference in conditions of supervision imposed upon him. Examined in rela­
tion to other events and Ratley's known union activity, the asserted indolence of Ratley is found to be only a pretext and 
a sham. Dunlap's attitude toward any concerted action of workmen was revealed in his reproach to Ratley in January 
1942, after which Dunlap was instructed by his division superintendent [**8'8) not to comment on the men's efforts to 
organize; with the emergence of the open union campaign early in 1943, Dunlap found his first occasion to censure Rat­
ley; thereafter he maintained close supervision over Ratley, engaged in repeated and unfounded criticisms of his work, 
and assigned him to the dam construction job on "his last chance"; the counterfeit of his criticisms was transparent when 
in March he disclosed his action was the counterpart of Buxton's efforts to cmb Black; his true motive to restrain Rat­
ley's union activity is verified when he prevented Ratley's employment by Pullem n53 at a place where he would have 
personal contact with other company employees. 

n53 The complaint does not allege either blacklisting or discriminatory refusal of hire through compulsions 
on Pullem. Although there is sufficient evidence to raise such inference, it cannot be said that such issue was 
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fully developed by the evidence. Cf: Phelps Dodge Corporation, 19 NL.RB. 547, enforced Phelps Dodge 
Corporation v. NL.RB., 313 U.S. 177. 

[**89J . 

. Ratley quit on June 12, 1943. He discredited Superintendent Dunlap's professed desire that he not quit; he disre­
garded the protestation of Foreman Gibbons that he not quit, ignore Dunlap, and be content with his employment; he 
discountenanced the efforts of Personnel Manager Phillips to dissuade him from quitting and to persuade him instead to 
take a job in another branch of the Company's operations. 

The Trial Examirier finds the close and critical supervision of Ratley was a change in the conditions of his em­
ployment, and was imposed to discourage his activities in behalf of the Union and to discourage union membership 
generally. Ratley was not discharged but, following his discriminatory treatment, and irritated and impelled by it, be 
quit. n54 The Company, by its treatment of Ratley, discriminated in regard to the conditions of bis employment, and 
thereby discouraged [*467J membership in a labor organization, and interfered with, restrained, and coerced its em­
ployees in the exercise of the rights guaranteed them in Section 7 of the Act. Having found the Company did discrimi­
nate against Ratley in this manner, the Company's motion to dismiss the complaint with respect to Ratley is denied. 
[**90J 

n54 An inference that Ratley considered that be quit without compulsion, can be drawn from the fact that be 
first presented bis case to the Board's Regional Office about a year after be quit This was 4 months after the 
charge in behalf of Snyder was filed by the Union. 

The discharge of Wallace C. Snyder came at the tension point when Superintendent Bain considered the Union's 
persistent questioning of the Company's wage policy as "agitation," and when the Union had instituted a representation 
proceeding for the purpose of establishing its right as bargaining agent. The Company's course of conduct had been cal­
culated to avert unionization of its employees. Snyder's action in trying to secure the required employment data focused 
on him the resentment against the increasing threat of the Union's success. The clerical staff, serving as informers, were 
fully aware that Snyder sought the information for the Union; and the Company rev.ealed its knowledge of his purpose 
by its inexplicable failure to question him concerning [**91) his motives. Bain fixed upon the pretext n55 of the "con­
fidential" character of the information, and an asserted violation of an inapplicable rule, to remove a union agent and to 
curb further union support. The Trial Examiner finds the Company discharged Wallace C. Snyder on September 9, 
1943, to discourage union membership and activity, and thereby discriminated with regard to his tenure of employment, 
and interfered with, restrained, and coerced its employees in the exercise of their rights guaranteed by Section 7 of the 
Act. Its motion to dismiss the complaint with respect to Snyder is denied. ' 

[**92] 

n55 There is no evidence that the number of its employees previously had been declared "confidential." Re­
gardless, this is data (to be distinguished in its character from that used in bargaining negotiations) which em­
ployees comprising a union have a right to ascertain. Without it they are unable to determine for themselves 
whether a statutory exclusive bargaining agent has been designated Section 9 (a) of the Act. If the Trial Exam­
iner credited the Company's version, that this information was considered confidential by the Company and the 
discovery (or the effort to discover) such information motivated the discharge, then the Trial Examiner would 
still find that Snyder's discharge was discriminatory under these circumstances. Having found the Company 
knew the information was sought for proper union purposes, the Company could not privilege either its refusal 
of the information or its discharge of an employee for seeking it on its decision that the data was "confidential," 
to thinly disguise the Company's purpose of interfering with employees' rights, or otherwise deny them access to 
facts which determines whether its employees have attained the right to bargain through their union. The con­
trary holding would tend to encourage a type oflabor dispute on the question ofrepresentation, which the de­
clared policy of the Act seeks to avoid. If on the other hand, the Company rested its discharge on the method 
Snyder used in trying to get the information, i.e., direct inquiry of office clerks (a reasonable means as viewed 
by an employee who was ~ot apprised of company rules), then the Trial Examiner believes the discipline to be 
disproportionate to the offense, and would find the extreme penalty of discharge was discriminatory when re­
lated to the Company's manifest opposition to the Union. 
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The Trial Examiner finds that the Company manifested to its employees its opposition to the Union, by imposing 
restraints on the employees' discussions of union matters while at work and by prohibiting them from posting or distrib­
uting union literature after the Union began its open campaign early in 1943, in contrast to its indifference to such ac­
tivities in behalf of the Independent and the Victory Club at the time when the Union's activities were seemingly inef­
fectual. Although not finding this in itself to be an unfair. labor practice, this disparate treatment in the critical stage of 
the Union's campaign did emphasize and implement other practices of the Company which are found to have been un­
fair labor practices. The Trial Examiner finds that the Company demonstrated its antagonism toward concerted action of 
its employees, and restrained them in their exercise of this right, by reprimanding and threatening a reprisal against Rat­
ley for acting as a ["'468] leader of such concerted action in January 1942; that the effect of this unfair labor practice 
was not fully dissipated by his reemployment, in view of the immediate reproach and subsequent treatment of Ratley; 
and further finds that [*"'93] the scattered and unrelated incidents in the latter part of 1942 are without significance, 
except in disclosing the normal practices with which those of 1943 were in contrast; and further finds that the Company 
engaged in a course of conduct to restrain its employees from joining the Union and supporting its activities (a) by the 
discharge of Snyder and the treatment of Ratley set out above, (b) by Euston's changed attitude toward Black after he 
failed to tempt Black in his union loyalty with the lure of a better job, with more critical standards for his work, vigilant 
supervision of his conduct, and unwarranted reproval of his behavior, (c) by disparaging the Union in attributing to it a 

:Purpose to exact high initiation fees, postulated in Crane's widely publicized question-and-answer policy statement 
which manifested the preference for no union in an abstruse declaration of employees' right to-organize, when such 
statement would be interpreted by its employees in the light of unfair labor practices in which the Company then was 
engaging, ( d) by disparaging the benefits to be derived from union representation, ( e) by intimating to Hobaugh and 
others that their jobs were endangered [*"'94] if they supported the Union, (f) and by warning Arnoldi against any fur­
ther discussion of a matter of legitimate interest to the Union. It thereby interfered with, restrained, and coerced its em­
ployees in the exercise of their rights guaranteed by Section 7 of the Act. 

The Trial Examiner finds no substantial evidence to support the specification in the complaint that the Company 
discredited its coilective bargaining agreement with the Union, nor the specification that the Company promoted, aided 
or assisted the United Victory Club in opposition to the Union. These allegations are specifications of fact under the 
general allegation that the Company interfered with, restrained, and coerced its employees in violation of Section 8, 
paragraph 1, of the Act, which is found to be sustained by substantial evidence in other respects. The Company's motion 
to dismiss the complaint in its entirety is denied, but these allegations in the complaint should be dismissed. n56 

["""95] 

n56 The Company contends in its briefthat in widespread operations the occurrence of isolated instances of 
anti-union remarks fails to sustain the accusation that the Company is engaged in unfair labor practices. This ar­
gument- loses its force, however, when those instances occur contemporaneous with persistent unfair labor prac­
tices, as in the treatment of Ratley and Black, and those having continuing effect, as in the discharge of Snyder. 
Particularly because of the latter, the Company cannot justly claim either exoneration for these former practices, 
or condonation of them because of now according the Union recognition through existing bargaining relations. 

The Trial Examiner finds no evidence to support the complaint with reference to Mine Lamotte Corporation, and 
the Corporation's motion to dismiss the complaint in its entirety with reference to it, is granted. n57 

I 
n57 Cf. The Press Company, Inc. v. NL.RB., 118 F. (2d) 937; Matter a/National Linen Service Corp., 

United Linen Supply Co., Linen Service ~orporation of Texas, 48 N L. R B. 171; Matter of Ronrico Corpora­
tion and Puerto Rico Distilling Company, 53 N L. R. B. 1137. 

IV. THE EFFECT OF UNFAIR LABOR PRACTICES UPON COMMERCE 

The activities of the Company set forth in Section III, ·above, occurring in connection with the operations described 
in Section I, above, have a close, intimate, and substantial relation to trade, traffic, and commerce among the several 
States, and tend to lead to labor disputes burdening and obstructing commerce and the free flow of commerce. 

[*469] V. THE REMEDY 
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Since it has been found that the [**96] Company has engaged in certain unfair labor practices it will be recom­
mended that it cease and desist therefrom and take certain affirmative action designed to effectuate the policies of the 
Ad . 

Since also it has been found that the Company discriminated in regard to the conditions of employment of Otto Rat­
ley, to discourage union membership, it will be recommended that it desist from this discriminatory treatment of its em­
ployees. Recognizing that the effect of such discrimination will tend to decimate the support of the Union, by inducing 
employees to quit, as in the case of Ratley, it will be recommended that upon his application the Company shall rein­
state Ratley to his former or a substantially equivalent position, without prejudice to his seniority or other rights and 
privileges, and make him whole for any loss of pay he may suffer following any such application, by payment to him of 
a sum of money equal to the amount he normally would have earned as wages from the date of such application to the 
date of the Company's offer ofreinstatement, less his net earnings during such period. 

Likewise, since it has been found that the Company discriminated in regard to the tenure of [**97] employment of 
Wallace C. Snyder, it will be recommended that the Company offer him immediate and full reinstatement uncondition­
ally to his former or substantially equivalent position, without preju,dice to his seniority or other rights or privileges, and 
make him whole for any loss of pay :he has suffered by reason of such discrimination, by payment to him ofa sum of 
money equal to the amount he normally would have earned as wages from the date of his discharge, September 9, 1943, 
to the date of the Company's offer ofreinstatement, less his net earnings n58 during such period. 

n58 By "net earnings" is meant earnings less expenses, such as for transportation, room, and board, incurred 
by an employee in connection with obtaining work and working elsewhere than for the respondent, which would 
not have been incurred but for his unlawful discharge and the consequent necessity of his seeking employment 

. elsewhere. See Matter of Crossett Lumber Company and United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Lumber and Sawmill Workers Union, Local 2590, 8 N. L. R B. 440. Monies received for work per­
formed upon Federal, State, county, municipal, or other work-relief projects shall be considered as earnings. See 
Republic Steel Corporation v. NL.RB., 311 US. 7. 

[**98] 

Upon the foregoing findings of fact and upon the entire record in the case, the undersigned make the following: 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

I. International Union of Mine, Mill and Smelter Workers, C. I. 0., and its Local Union 648, are labor organiza­
tions within the meaning of Section (2) (5) of the Act 

2. By discriminating in regard to the conditions of employment of Qtto Ratley, and by discriminating in regard to 
the tenure of employment of Wallace C. Snyder, to discourage membership in the International Union of Mine, Mill and 
Smelter Workers, C. I. 0. and its Local Union 648, the Company has engaged in and is engaging in unfair labor prac­
tices within the meaning of Section 8 (3) of the Act. 

3. By interfering with, restraining, and coercing its employees in the exercise of the rights guaranteed in Section 7 
of the Act, the Company has engaged in and is engaging in unfair labor practices within the meaning of Section 8 (I) of 

"·the Act. · · 
I 

4. The aforesaid unfair labor practices are unfair labor practices affecting commerce within the meaning of Section 
2 (6) and {7) of the Act. 

5. The Corporation has not engaged in any unfair labor practices alleged in the complaint. 

[*470] RECOMMENDATIONS 

Upon the [**99] basis of the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions oflaw, and upon the entire record in the 
case, the undersigned recommends that the St. Joseph Lead Company, its officers, agents, successors, and assigns, shall: 

1. Cease and desist from: 

(a) Discouraging membership in International Union of Mine, Mill and Smelter Workers, C. I. 0., and its Local Un­
ion 648, or in any other labor organization of its employees, by discharging or refusing to reinstate any of its employees, 
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or in any other manner discriminating in regard to their hire and tenure of employment or any term or condition of em­
ployment; 

(b) In any other manner interfering with, restraining, or coercing its employees in the exercise of their rights to self­
. organization, to form labor organizations, to join or assist the International Union of Mine, Mill and Smelter Workers, 
·C. I. 0., and its Local Union 648, or any other labor organization, to bargain collectively through representatives of their 
own choosing, and to engage in concerted activities for the purpose of collective bargaining or other mutual aid or pro­
tection as guaranteed in Section 7 of the Act. 

2. Tak~ the following affirmative action, which the undersigned [**100] finds will effectuate the policies of the / 
·Act 

(a) Offer Otto Ratley and Wallace C. Snyder, the former upon his application and the latter unconditionally, imme­
diate and full reinstatement, each to his former or substantially equivalent position, without prejudice to his seniority or 
other rights and privileges; 

t. (b) Make whole Otto Ratley and Wallace C. Snyder for any loss of pay each may have suffered by reason of the 
Company's discrimination in regard to him, by payment to Ratley of a sum of money equal to that which he normally 
would have earned from the date when he first has made application for reinstatement to the date of the Company's offer 
ofreinstatement, and by payment to Snyder ofa sum of money equal to that which he normally would have earned from 
September 9, 1943, the date of his discharge, to the date of the Company's offer ofreinstatement, less the net earnings 
of each during such period, as prescribed above; 

(c) Post in its mines and mills in St. Francois County, Missouri, copies of the notice attached hereto, marked "Ex­
hibit A." Copies of said notice, to be furnished by the Regional Director for the Fourteenth Region, after being signed 
by the Company's representative, [**IOI] shall be posted by it immediately upon the receipt thereof, and maintained 
by it for sixty (60) consecutive days thereafter, in conspicuous places, including all places where notices to employees 
are customarily posted. Reasonable steps shall be taken by the Company to insure that said notices are not altered, de­
faced, or covered by any other material; 

(d) Notify the Regional Djrector for the Fourteenth Region in writing within ten (10) days from the receipt of this 
Intermediate Report what steps the Company has taken to c~mply herewith. 

It is further recommended that unless on or before ten (I 0) days from the receipt of this Intermediate Report the 
Company notifies said Regional Director in writing that it will comply with the foregoing recommendations, the Na­
tional Labor Relations Board issue an order requiring the Company to take the action aforesaid. 

It is further recommended that the complaint against Mine LaMotte Corporation be dismissed in its entirety, and 
against St. Joseph Lead Company be dismissed in the allegations relating (a) to its discrediting the Union's agreement 
and (b) to its assisting the Victory Club in opposing the Union. 

[*471] As provided in Section 33 of Article [**102] II of the Rules and Regulations of the National Labor Rela­
tions Board, Series 3, as amended, effective July 12, 1944, any party or counsel for the Board may within fifteen (15) 
days from the date of the entry of the order transferring the case to the Board,· pursuant to Section 32 of Article II of said 
Rules and Regulations, file with the Board, Rochambeau Building, Washington, D. C., an original and four copies of a 
statement in writing setting forth such exceptions to the Intermediate Report or to any other part of the record or pro­
ceeding (including rulings upon all motions or objections) as he relies upon, together with the original and four copies 
of a brief in support thereof. Immediately upon the filing of such statement or exceptions and/or brief, the party or coun­
sel for the Board filing the same shall serve a copy thereof upon each of the parties and shall file a copy with the Re­
gional Director. As further provided in said Section 33, should any party desire permission to argue orally before the 
Board, request therefor must be made in writing to the Board within ten (10) days from the date of the order transferring 
the case to the Board. 

MELTON BOYD, Trial Examiner. 

Dated [*"'103] March 28, 1945. 

APPENDIX A 

NOTICE TO ALL EMPLOYEES 
\ 
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Pursuant to recommendations of a Trial Examiner of the National Labor Relations Board, and in order to effectuate 

the policies of the National Labor Relations Act, we hereby notify our employees that: 

We will not in any manner interfere with, restrain, or coerce our employees in the exercise of their 
right to self-organization, to form labor organizations, to joint or assist International Union of Mine, Mill 
& Smelter Workers, C. I. 0. and Local Union 648 of the same or any other labor organization, to bargain 
collectively through representatives of their own choosing, and to engage in concerted activities for the 
purpose of collective bargaining or other mutual aid or protection. 

We will offer to the employees named below immediate and full reinstatement to their former or 
substantially equivalent positions without prejudice to any seniority or other rights and privileges previ­
ously enjoyed, and make them whole for any loss of pay suffered as a result of the discrimination. 

Otto Ratley, upon his application; 

Wallace C. Snyder, unconditionally. 

All our employees are free to become or remain members of the above-named union or [**104] any other labor 
organization. We will not discriminate in regard to hire or tenure of employment or any term or condition of employ­
ment against any employee because of membership in or activity on behalf of any such labor organization. 

ST. JOSEPH LEAD COMP ANY, 
Employer. 

Dated By_ (Representative) _(Title) 

NOTE.--Any of the above-named employees presently serving in the armed forces of the United States will be of­
fered full reinstatement upon application in accordance with the Selective Service Act after discharge from the armed 
forces. 

This notice must remain posted for 60 days from the date h~reof, and must not be altered, defaced, or covered by 
any other material. 

Legal Topics: 

For related research and practice materials, see the following legal topics: 
Labor & Employment LawCollective Bargaining & Labor RelationsDiscipline, Layoff & TerminationLabor & Em­
ployment LawCollective Bargaining & Labor RelationsRight to OrganizeLabor &. Employment LawCollective Bargain­
ing & Labor Relations Unfair Labor Practiceslnterference With Protected Activities 

'-

.. 
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TO: 

Gary E. Welch 
I 55 I I Country Mill Court 
Chesterfield, MO 630 I 7 

Walter W. Nowotny, Jr. 

Off./Res. 636-530-7037 
Fax 636·530-7987 

SUBJECT: Mine LaMotte - Harmony Lake 

DATE: June 21, 2000 

The purpose of this memorandum is to summarize for you information 
reviewed, to date, reJat:ng to the Mine LaMotte, Lake Harmony site. ·In brief, it 
appears that St .. Joe, i:-rior to its 1926 Joint Venture agreement with NL 
Industries, did mine within the Mine La.Motte domain. Letters and other 
correspondence indicate, however, that "St. Joe" ore was shipped to Rivermines 
(Elvins) for millii1g. Available evidence also suggests that St. Joe's Mine La 
Motte mining was far removed from the Lake Harmony site. 

By way of background, it appears that Lake Harmony was the location of 
early, pre-1930, mining, milling and smelting within the Mine La.Motte domain. 
Regarding early opt"rations, the 1891 Annual Report of the State Mine Inspector 
for the State of Missouri (hereinafter "Anhual Report" or "Report") notes, relative 
to Mine LaMotte " ... Owned and operated by Rowland Hazard ... lead ore is now 
being worked from 3 vertical shafts ... it is disseminated in magnesium 
limestone ... Dressing works, furnaces and a machine shop are run in 
connection with the mines." The 1892 Report expands somewhat noting " ... The 
ore now being worked is found disseminated in magnesium limestone, although 
in former years, a great deal of very high grade galena was obtained in clay near 
the surface ... ore is taken to the calcining furnaces and roasted ... [and then] it 
is conveyed to the smelting furnaces and smelted into pig lead." Rowland 
Hazard is again named as the owner/operator. The 1894 Report notes "The 
mines are situated on an old Spanish claim covering 20,000 acres ... and are at 
present owned by Mr. Rowland Hazard. These mines are by far the oldest in the 
State, having been worked continuously for more than 100 years ... All the ore is 
reduced to pig-lead on the premises ... " The 1899 Report elaborates 
somewhat on the history of the property noting, "Before the French, in 1720, 
discovered the lead ore of this [Madison] County, it is claimed the Chickasaw 
Indians had been working the mines and disposing of the lead to early explorers. 
For many years following the ore was considered public property. In 1744 
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Francois Valle received a grant from the Spanish government of 34,999 acres, 
which embraced all of the lands ... knm.vn as Mine LaMotte. From 1875 until 
the last year this property has been owned by Rowland Hazard. The last report 
... [to the State of Missouri] indicates S. H. Leathe ... is the present owner. It is 
estimated that Mine LaMotte has produced all told 117, 180 tons of lead. For the 
year ending June 30, 1889 [sic] there was produced ... 2875 tons of lead, 64 
tons of nickel and cobalt ... mining heretofore has been confined almost 
exclusively to a few square miles. Much surface mining has been done ... " 

The 1902 Report gives additional detail relative to early operations at the 
site noting "From the discovery of the mines until 1799, they were worked in a 
limited way ... The method of smelting prior to [1799] yielded not-to-exceed 
thirty-five per cent of metal ... In the year 1823 Mine LaMotte is credited with 
five furnaces in operation ... In the year 1861 the United States government 
destroyed the furnaces at Mine LaMotte ... From [1864] until 1872 the mines 
turned out a great quantity of lead annually, but at this date a fire destroyed 
twelve furnaces ... " 

Regarding ownership at Mine La Motte, the 1902 Report notes " ... Mine 
La.Motte was purchased and taken possession of by the [Mine La.Motte Lead and 
Smelting Company] July 1902 ... Mill No. 1 was rebuilt; mill No. 2, with a 
capacity of 300 tons per day, has been completed and now in operation at shaft 
No. 8 ... Mill No. 3, with a capacity of 600 tons per day, is well advanced and will 
be completed and ready for operation this fall ... A second reservoir is under 
construction to furnish water for the added plants ... A nickel and cobalt 
refinery is under construction ... work laid out for the current year contemplates 
the erection of a new smelter ... Two leases of land have been sold on which two 
mills are to be erected ... " The 1903 Report notes "Mill No. 2 is a new structure 
... it has a capacity of 300 tons [per day] ... Mill No. 3 is now in operation ... has 
a capacity of 600 tons [per day] ... construction of a new smelter was well 
underway. This smelter will embrace a water jacket 42 x 120 inches, with a 
maximum capacity of 150 tons per day. There will be six Jumbo furnaces 
erected; an improvement on the old Scotch Eye ... A new reservoir has been 
completed directly west of mill No. 1." The 1906 Report notes "There are eight 
shafts ... equipment embraces one concentrating plant of 300 tons daily capacity 
... the company is erecting a new concentrating plant with a daily capacity of 
500 tons ... " 

Difficulties encountered in milling the Mine La.Motte ores are typified by 
comparing the 1906 Report with that from 1907 which notes "At present the 
company is operating one concentrating plant of 250 tons daily capacity ... The 
evident intent of the former management was to improve the mill ... there 
appears to have been a error made ... present management is making a very 
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decided change and are constructing a mill double in capacity of 500 tons daily 
... The new mill was commenced in July 1907 ... " 

There are various references to surface operations and contractors 
operating within the Mine LaMotte domain and at or nearby the Lake Harmony 
site. For eXam.ple, the 1906 Report notes "For many years the company has 
permitted miners to prospect upon the land ... At present there are about 35 
men engaged in this kind of work ... The miner is allowed for his ore, after the 
same has been milled, about $30.00 per ton." The 1910 Report again references 
the presence of "prospectors" at the site noting "A 500-ton capacity mill is 
supplied from three shafts and numerous subcontractors are working the Mine 
LaMotte lands on the royalty plan." 

The 1910 and 1911 Reports note that Mine LaMotte Lead and Smelting 
Company operates one mill and three shafts located in Section 36, Township 34, 
Range 7. Maps, photographs and drawings confirm that Lake Harmony was the 
location of these early operations, including operations by Mine LaMotte Lead & 
Smelting Company, Mine LaMotte Company, independent miners and 
subcontractors and (later) Sweetwater Mining Company. 

The first reference to St. Joe operating within the Mine LaMotte domain 
appears in the 1925 Missouri Mine Inspectors Report which notes " The St. Joe 
Lead Company has been drilling on the Mine LaMotte claim under a lease, which 
they have on this property, discontinued the drilling the latter part of the year, 
and have sunk a shaft of the Joplin style, down to the ore body, and at present 
are drifting out into some of the ore bodies ... " The Report does not attribute 
any lead production to Mine La.Motte during 1925. The 1926 Report further 
notes "Prospecting has been carried on very actively during the year 1926 ... St. 
Joseph Lead Company drilled out the Mine LaMotte claim, established an ore 
body, sunk a shaft and drifted in various directions several thousand feet. The 
company has a railroad almost to the shaft, and as soon as the railroad is 
completed this mine will start producing ore." The Reports do not attribute any 
lead production to the Mine LaMotte property for the years 1925 or 1926. 

The only reference to St. Joe production at Mine La.Motte in the early 
Inspection Reports appears in the 1928 report, which notes " ... Part of the loss 
in [lead] production [in Missouri] was due to the shut-down of Mine LaMotte ... 
where general overhauling was taking place, and the building of a large mill was 
in progress ... The holdings of the old Sweetwater Mining Company in Madison 
County were purchased by the St. Joseph Lead Company, a new shaft put down 
... Old Shaft No. 14 was reclaimed and production will commence as soon as the 
large concentrating mill under construction is completed ... Mine LaMotte ... 
producing 10,000 tons of lead during the previous year, was not in the list of 
production for 1928 ... " Finally, the 1929 report notes "Mine LaMotte, which did 
not produce during 1928, operated 303 days during 1929." The Report also 
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notes Mine La.Motte Corporation, during 1929, controlled 29,000 acres, operated 
two shafts, handled 235,000 tons of rock and produced 11,900 tons oflead 
concentrates. 

Various St. Joe reports and letters verify lead ore production from Mine 
LaMotte during the 1922 through 1928 time period. One letter dated February 
10, 1927 reports $30,356.07 income from sales of ore less $16,304.99 
"advances to prospectors for surface mining." Monthly operating reports 
covering the time period January 1927 through March 1928 show that from 
200 to in excess of 10,000 tons per month of ore was shipped from Mine 
La.Motte for milling. Letters and correspondence in that same time frame 
indicate that this ore was milled by St. Joe at its Rivermines (Elvins) mill. 
Additional evidence to support a finding that St. Joe did not operate at the Lake 
Harmony site follows. 

In a letter to St. Joseph Lead Company (St. Joe) dated June 6, 1922 St. 
Louis Smelting and Refining Co. (NL) reports "We understand you are interested 
in prospecting the so-called Mine La.Motte property, but are hesitant to proceed 
to do so because of the existence of a certain contract dated July 7, 1914, 
between St. Louis Smelting & Refining Company and Roscoe F. Anderson, a 
mesne assignor to Mine La.Motte Company, wherein provision is made that all 
lead ores and lead concentrates produced from said properties shall be sold to 
St. Louis Smelting & Refining Company ... " 

In a letter to Sweetwater Mining Company dated June 8, 1926 St. Joe 
states "Our present plan contemplates the re-equipping and extending of the 
standard gauge railway track ... to our new shaft .... We hope to begin mining 
operations in the fall. In the initial stages we will ship the ore to our mills in St. 
Francois County to obtain more information as to the kind of mill which we 
should construct if a mill then seems advisable." 

In a letter to St. Louis Smelting & Refining Company (NL) dated June 1 7, 
1926 St. Joe formally proposes the terms and conditions for the NL/St. Joe Mine 
La.Motte Joint Venture. In that letter St. Joe notes that "We have invested 
$302,456.33 with interest to April 30, 1926, in exploration and prospecting ... 
[and) have modified our contract with Sweetwater Mining Company ... " The 
letter further states "If, as is now contemplated, Mine La Motte ores are shipped 
to St. Francois County for custom milling ... " 

The Agreement and the Supplemental Agreement between St. Joe and NL 
(dated June 1 7, 1926 and July 6, 1928, respectively) similarly note "If, as is now 
contemplated, Mine La.Motte ores are shipped to St. Francois County for custom 
milling ... " and "If ores originating on said Mine La.Motte property are shipped to 
St. Francois County for custom milling in the plants of either or the parties 
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hereto, ... " Copies of the June 17, 1926 "Agreement" and the June 19, 1928 
"Supplemental Agreement" between ·St. Joe and NL Industries relating to the 
establishment of Mine LaMotte as a fifty-fifty Joint Venture were previously sent 
to you. 

Perhaps the best evidence regarding non-operation of the Lake Harmony 
mill comes from a report dated August 13, 1926 by the American Appraisal 
Company which notes, relative to the Sweetwater Mining Company Mine 
LaMotte {Lake Harmony site) property "Buildings Nos. 1 [Picking Plant], 9 [Sand 
Mill] and 11 [Flotation Plant] are in a very dilapidated condition due to physical 
deterioration resulting from lack of maintenance ... Buildings No. 22 [Crushing 
Plant] ... and adjacent structures are in poor condition due to weathering and 
lack of maintenance ... As a whole the machinery and equipment at the main 
plant are in very poor condition due to exposure to the weather ... lack of 
maintenance and destruction by the collapse of parts of the building. In very 
few ii:istances ... could machines be overhauled and put into operating condition 
economically ... the buildings and machinery and equipment at the various 
mines are in very poor condition - several structures having actually collapsed. 
In ve:ry few instances only have we found machines at the mines that could be 
overhauled and put into operating condition ... " 

An internal St. Joe document, dated December 31, 1930, identifies 
operating Mine LaMotte facilities as one concentrating plant, three shafts (Nos. 
4,14 & 18) and one other mine (Offset). Other St. Joe documents show the 
locations of theses shafts; No. 4 shaft being located 1..4 mile west and north from 
the Mine La.Motte Recreation Association lake, No. 14 being located 1..4 mile north 
from the Association lake and No. 18 being located at the new mill site (east and 
north from the Association tailings pile). All of these shafts are one or more 
miles, straight line, from the Lake Harmony site. 

Other references, summarized below, confirm detail and history as 
reported above. 

Department of the Interior, United States Geological Survey, Mineral 
Resources of the United States 

1914 - "The Mine La.Motte property in Madison County was operated 
from January 1 to May 31, 1914 by the St. Louis Smelting and Refining 
company which also treated the crude ore produced by the St. Francois 
Lead Co .... The Mine LaMotte was operated by the St. Louis Smelting 
and Refining C. until May 31, 1914 and the remainder of the year by 
Mine La.Motte Co. Four shafts and several prospects were operated ... 
The mill ... has a capacity of 500 tons per day ... " 
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1915 - Four shafts and several prospects were operated in 1915 by the 
Mine LaMotte Co. on a tract which was first mined in 1720. The shallow 
deposits were followed down to a depth of 100 to 125 feet, and from this 
level the ore has been coming that for 50 years has supplied the mill and 
smelter. The mill, which is practically new, has a capacity of 800 tons 
per day ... " 

1916 - "Four shafts and several prospects were operated in 1916 by the 
Mine LaMotte Co .... the property has been acquired by the Missouri 
Metal Corporation ... large additions to the equipment of the property 
including a pickling plant ... and a concentrating plant designed for the 
treatment of copper-nickel-cobalt ores. A beginning was made on mining 
part of the ore by steam shovels and it is planned to use that method of 
mining entirely in the future.,, 

1917 - "The old Mine LaMotte property in Madison County, which was 
taken over by the Missouri Metal Corporation ... ,, 

1918 - "The old Mine LaMotte property in Madison County, which was 
taken over by the Missouri Metal Corporation shipped some lead 
concentrates ... The company is now in the hands of the receiver, Festus 
J. Wade, of St. Louis ... it is uncertain whether operations will be 
resumed." 

1922 - "The St. Joseph Lead Co. has acquired the property of the ... old 
Mine LaMotte, which has been in a receivers hands for several years.,, 

Department of Commerce, Bureau of Mines, Mineral Resources of 
the United States 

1928 - "A new mill was under construction at the Mine LaMotte ... The 
19 shafts in operation range in depth from 200 to 500 feet." 

The Southeastern Missouri Lead District in 1914, Engineering and 
Mining Journal, Volume XCJX, January 1 to June 30, 1915 

"The National Lead Co. had an active year ... The lease on the 
extensive Mine LaMotte estate was surrendered and its operation was 
taken over by another company ... ,, 
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The Southeastern Missouri Lead District , Engineering and Mining 
Journal, Volume CI, January 1 to June 30, 1916 

"The Mine LaMotte Co .... had an active year and made the largest 
output in its history ... it has adopted several original ideas, the most of 
which is to rework the shallow diggings by steam shovel, in milling which 
there is quite a recovery of carbonate oflead ... " 

The Southeastern Missouri Lead District , Engineering and Mining 
Journal, Volume CIII, January 6, 1917 

"The Mine LaMotte property ... had the most active year in its 
history and the output made a new high record. Under the new 
management, the steam shovel has become an active factor in reworking 
the surface clays ... This shovel work produces more or less coarse or 
"chunk" galena ... and a sand containing 80% silica that carries 3 to 8% 
of carbonate of lead ... " 
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ABSTRACT 

Mining in the Tn-S1a1c di<lric1 nl Mmonr1, 
Kan•as. and OUahoma h•• ~ecn neorly con· 
tinuous l~om about 1848 unul lhr pre<elll day, 
allhou1h the major ac1h·i1y ""' lrnm ahem! 
IRllO lo 1955 The di<lricl, \\h1ch hos rroduccd 
over Sl h1lhon in zmc and lcac.I ronct"nlralc,. 
rank• •• one of the Jreotest mm111g d1stnch 
in lhe world Unlike 01hcr J\lrssr«1ppi Vallq · 
type depooils 1n the United Slot .. , which occur 
in Cambrian :tind Onlovic1an lm1e~lonc~ ~nd 
dolom1tc1. lhe Tri-Slalc d1,,1uct Clrc~ occur in 

M1SS1Ssipp1an hmc\lonc~ conlammg ah11nc.b111 
cherl Z.mc " .5 to 6 lm\r, n>0rc aliunclanl 
than lead In 1h~ 1'1chcr r1cld, 1hc 111111c1ral 
suh-d1,1ric1 wh1rh ha, ::acrot1nlrc..I fllr hi rcrcrnl 
of •hr IOlill tli"itr1c1 ri1 od11cl1on, mm.1 of the 
ore h:H bren mrnctl from 1hc ,tnclc hon1tm, 
M bed Mosl ore hod1 .. , olher 1h

0

an tho•c ol 

lhc "Shccl Ground· or Mankl·l-l)pr, .nc rn 
l:u ~'· cs,cnt141lly fl.11-h 1n@. h1 rcr1.1 1nn<'"i .11111 
June iii defimle nunC'ral zu11.1I p.111C'U1 An '"''t!­
ular. g<"nc1.1ll)' clung.11cJ cenllal tlolom1t1c C( 1r 
IS !.UUOUOtll•t.I f'IClgrt-''l\Cly nut" .1ul. h) the 
m;un ore run, 11u." 1a..,re1oul tone rhe 111m1it~ 

or shaly anll ""11ldory zone 1he 'Parr> e>lt11" 
hmc"itonr 7onc:, anti lhc fo,~1hfcn'IU\, th'm•· 
nanlly crmnnl.11, h111c ... tt111c 1nne \tUlll ''' rhe 
I('nCllO nuy he .1h ... cnl or l\\'all\ c;.(1 .md 111.l~ 

O\c1lap h• 4'omc C"'Cll"nl \\llh .in ,11.l1.1cl·111 1•1nc 

AflhouJ!h lht• J1,lud Ira" hct..•n '''""l'tl h\ m.u1\ 
:n11l11>r,, much C'nnlru"cr'} 'hll r'"'"' ,ti 0111 
,uc:h llC'lll\ ,JllO J:C'OC'\llliii, r.11 a(!l'llC,llliii, aml llOll' 

0£ rmpl:IC~mcnf fhc .. e '-llhJ<'Ch art! d1\C'U"i\l d 

m lhe rarer 

INTRODUCTION 

Tl~ I 11.c;1au~ Mm111p IJ1,111rt of M1..,,01111. 

Kan\a\. am' Okl.,h,,n,:. "''<"n1h h1•m l'·'"' ,.1 
Spr in~fichl, f\h,wuu, 10 'hf!hll} ",.,, ''' 1he 
richer r1dll of Kan'>• :rml OU.1h"ma. an 
c.1"11 \\t'il diir,;l:tUC'C!' of ,tpprn\rn1.11cl) 100 n11lc' 

l ho nouh-<oulh d1mc11\1on 1s le« lh.rn 111 
rmles 

C\111ct mrt\I o( the rirolllllllOn h,l\ Ctlllll' fl,1n1 

1hc wr"ilcrn half of llu~ d"lricl. thn P·'I'<'' dt.·­
"ic11heir. 1hc f!rnlory t•r rhc tour cttunl\ .ur:t 
cCln~"''"I? of OUa\\:1 Conni). Oll.1lum1.1 (he• 
olrr ( mml} K.rn"':t'. :uni N<"''""' .md ).,,,,,., 
('011nt1c,, tt.l1'>\0IU1, "'"h nnl\ n11ru11 t..11n1nk11t 
tlll lhC (',14..l('flt r:ut 0( th~ t.l.,11 ll"I h mp Ollh1tlr 
thr~C (OUI C0\1Uht'!o r1iutc 1 "-ho\\\ \he 0\01)\11 

--
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gcolo1ical fcaluru nnd minin1 uea• in lh• 
wu1crn half of lhe drs1ric1. Howe\'er, lhc mosl 
delarlcd dala prescnlcd perlain lo lhe richer 
l'iclJ or Oklahoma and Kansas, Smee mosl 
of lhe resl of lhe di•lncl has httn Hile from 
aboul lhe middle forlics. 

Mrnin1 began in 1he cllrenic ca•lern p.,n 
of 1he tli•lrocl and involved •mailer mmms 
area• compared 10 lhc lar1er ones lhnl were 
mmcd 1n laler years A• new areas were dis· 
covered, especi•llY under lhe Pennsylvanian 
shale•. 1he n11n1n1 ac1ivi1y moved weslward 
11n1il luday almosl •II of lhe mmmg i• in 1he 
Picher Field The maior mining orcas in lheir 
approximale order of imporlonce are 1he 
P1cl1er Field, Oronogo Duenweg, Joplin, Ga· 
leno, Uranhy, and Lawlon-Waco 

As of 1964, 1he ore produclron from 1h11 
large di•lricl i• c•linraled 10 be 1n eace!S of 
S00,000.000 rock Ions, from which m lurn 
were produced 22.6 \9,000 and J, 732,000 Ions 
or zinc and lud concenlrales re•pccllvely, val­
ued al $1,477,192,000 and which. when 
smelled, had a Yllue of $2.0S 1,719,000 

Since lh" dl'tnCI wa• d1,.overeJ, many 
no1ed geologisls have s1ud1ed 1he various a1eas, 
and, eonsequenlly, d1Reren1 1hcorres and opin· 

ion• have re•ulled as 10 1hc oriain of 1he ore· 
hearing ·solutions, paragc:ne•i•, chcr1ificn1ion, 
lhe importance or lraclnrin~ and •hc:umg, lhc 
ongin or lhe ganguc dulum1IC. nnd lhe UI ig1n 
of lhc ja•pcro1d 

Al lhe prc,.nl lime, n Un11ecl 'il:ilc• Gcolog· 
icnl Survey monu.crrpl on lhc di•lrrcl hy E. 
T McKnighl is under review prior lo puh· 
lica11on. 

HISTORY ANO PRODUCTION 

Mining Operolions 

Win<low (6, p. 274) mcnllnn• 1h.1l II M 
llrcckcnmlgc, Jr wrole 1n 1810 1h.11 hun1cr• 
inlornrrd him of lhc prc'ICncc (1n M1.,nur1l 
or a grcol nhundancc of lead ore on 1he Osaile 
River and 1n lhc counlry drnmcd hy 1h: While 
River and lhal II R Schoolcrnh lound lencl 
ore in Slone Counly, M"'"'"' in IR 18 and 
smelled 11 for bulleH Schoolcrall, m 1819, 
alw mentions lead ore <.l1"iCO\'Crics on S1raw· 
hcrry Rwcr m Lawrence Coun1y, Mi!t\otm, 
o• well as along olhcr river, ~omc lc;ul wns 
mmed Crom lhe Pierson Creek orea soulheasl 

• ro11 l Chop JO Tl1• Geology and Or~ Oepo 1uh of M1uourt. lt'on'o' ond Olalohomo 403 

.,r 'irnn~foclJ, Mmn1111 a< r.111\ •• IR 11 I caol 
wai; fi1"il nuncd .11 I c;ul\1llf', near Joplm, ~fl.,.­

"'""" m I 1148 In I H"'n. lc;id ore ":l'li f1111ntl 
ou1crorrung nrar (ir.mhy, bul lhc fii.,.1 1111c 

ore wa'li nnt "iOltl 1111111 1Hh9 l1 1111r 10 IRf1<J, 

.111 1mc ou· "'ii\ 1l11ov. n ,1\llk I he ( 1.1h·11.1 
K.111"'""'· :ncn w:I\ 1h\CO\c1cd m 187(1 and 1hc 
A11u11,1, M1\11i1HU1, :u<.'a m IHRh Ch<' "·:ic.. hr,1 
mnu.·d in Ukl.1hom,1 al l'cct11.1 111 IH'll 1 hc 
n.ull!L'r-Pc:icnct. arr.1 Ill K,1114i.llli \\;1\ d("vdop1'tl 
m IHH1>, :i1hl. hy 1')00, 1hc I ·'"'1011 .11c:i lo 

the IHU th \\'a\ r1tllliJ'CClecl al1ho11f!h II ti HI nnl 
a1t:1in rrOlllllltllCC Ulllll a(mUI lfl \«,';Ulli l:1ICf 
Mc.1n~h1le m Oki 1homa. numng and rro"i­
ptc1111g h:u.I "'rread hom lhe Pco11a a1e:i 10 
ntar Quapaw hy 1904 

Ore ,..,,. d"co•crcd hy flrrlhn8 nrar ( om· 
n1<rcc, Oll.1homa, rn 1911.~. ancl n11111ng ancl 
millml! cnmmc11ccd ~y 1907 M111111~ ~rrc;ul 
a" for norlh :\\ 1hc K.in":'l"i "ii.lie hne hy 1911, 
onJ. 1'y 1916 drrlhni; ""'in r•"!l'"' 111 Kan· 
Si"l't nc:u Hh1c Mound and nJ'l(ICr "irunJ!"i A•"io 
hy 1916, lorgc-•calc opcra11on• exr\lrd in lh: 
richer field Dy 1917, 1he Kan•a. rar1 or 1he 
\Vaco arc01 hrcamc rroducllve, hul ii "'as com­
rl.icly 0\C1'hadowed by lhc 01 ... nin~ ol lhe 
l'1chcr r1chl The drclinc "' CC""''°" ol min· 
ing 111 praclically all lhe 01hrr m.11or area• 
comculc~ ivcry clowly 10 1hc me1cor1c rise or 
lhe Picher frelJ Many mill< m Mmonrr \\ere 
clo<.,I clown and moved lo mine• rn Oklahoma 
(richer l'relcl) ., he lllaJOr f'Cr!Od or overlar 
cnvcr" approxunatclv 1hrec ye.us. 

Many lac1ou have aRcclcd. and \\111 C<ln-
1in11c to aflccl, 1he mrnm~ op.·rauon"i rn 1hc 
d1.u1c1 and c•rccially lh• richer I 1cl1I rho 
s11 mu't 1mJlOrlnnf foclnn arc, or h:l\e hccn 
(I) m1lhn9 pri!CllCC'li, ( 2) mcch:i1111,11mn of 
the mine'. f 3) ore r11CL·, :ind J:OH'r nmcnl \llh­
s1d1c"i, ( 4) conumn~hnv: of on "i, ( "'i) rc1l11c11n11 
in royi1ll1c"i, :mJ ff•) dcl:u'cd gcol11~1c.1I m.1p­

pinR and undcrl,!round lon~-hole .lrrllm!! 
(I I Mrlhnl! pracUct'l--DllllR(P. carlv da\• 

o( nmung lhe Jnplm-t)pc null ".t" U\C'd, Yoh1ch 
was cfTcc11ve enough 10 'crar:uc :thmn •)(l rcr 
ccn1 nf 1i.., l!•lcna 1>111 producefl a •er)· P""' 
srho1lcn1c rtcuvcry C 0 Andcr,nn ( 11, r 
112, 11 l I roror1cd 1h.11. rn 192 I and l'I~~. 
he round :t numhcr of null.; rh;it c"~lli1CIC'1I 
IC'5 1h.1n 50 per CCIII or lhc 7111C n11nc1.1I lie 
!lalcd 1ha1, "John•on ond ll<1n1 in lhcn hand· 
bo"k. M1lhng Dc1ail• and M1lhng l'r.rc11cc•. 
i-.ucd in 1'119, sci lollh 1hoi as a rcmll ol 
much IC\llng rhc il\"Cra9c Ji1cal null "a\ ont\" 
6' per CCIII cfl1cil'nl" Ahhou~h lhr1c \Y;t\ \Omc 
r~rcrimrn1a11on \\llh rhe Oo1:i11nn rroCC\\ 1n 
Ill IC' L • 1 - I I o't , , oo 
• "' ••• "'"' ...... , ......... u ••• fl•'••ll•\•11 .... ,..1111111)' 

was lnmlcr<d sonre..,hal by high royally rale• 

( S.J RO 1011 nl 11,11 11m .. · L·1111et 1111 ill' J, 1•111 1 

~fl rcr crnt IC 1hll llllll, plll\ 'llh"Ullll'lll l(.'1hh, 

IH'll' m ulc l1e11.111n11 m1·1h1''" much rnnH· .ar 
lr.1Cll\(' llcH'l.l"\1•1, rl did""' h1°ln1111• .111 1111pt1r 

I.ml p.111 OI lhr hlll\l'I\ J11; 11.\."\"I Ill lfil 1lr\ll11.I 
1111111 19.!i Jn1I 1 1 ,~4' \'\h111 1lll· ""' 111111 1111 

Aml'lll 111 clhc l)J'<" f11r dc\\,11l·1111~ 11111.111,111 

con" l"llll ih.'' \' ·"" 111 ... 1.1111 ll · 
One 111 lhl l11••J!1 '' 1111lhnJ! <'' 1 ur... "hn h 

p1ol1111!Jld rhc hh: of lh<" 1'1rh1.·r I 1t·hl ",, 
lhc r1<"1lmn ul .1 l.ir~c-. ICi,OOU 1011prrd1\ 
<'l"nlr.11 f\hll h\ llu I .1(.!I«.· l 11d1lr ( 011111111) 
In lrl'.I( mmh nl lhl 111<.. pr111lmul 111 lhL' 

l'1chl·r I 1dd I mmt 11\ .1 111111 h 1d 10 he cn1 1 
\llUC'll'd 1111 c.1ch l.1lh~Cl\\ 11l'I \ prorCJI~ -· lhll 

allr ('\try 40 :tCI<'' °' Jr,lli, Oh\"'"'" '"''' 
'lii.Uch a "illlliltron con1m11t«.J lo rre' ail Olilll\ 

"iOl:ill hut rich or l.ir~c In'' ~· uk Oil' h1,tl11·41; 
or po1l1111111i of •'rr llud1c11; nn al1J.1C'ull I 11u1,,A 

111.!\cr '"'1uihl h.l\c llC.."C'n 1111m,1 W 
f 2) "kch,11111.1111•11 of lhl· 1111nr' - ~hmnJ! 

hn" C\nhccl from ""!!It' J.iclrng. h.1ml 'hnHI 
1ng, anti hand lrnmnnn' lo 11ml11 drill cx c-n 
s1nn 1nmho"i, \Omt rraclun~ lo 70 lccl rn 
h~1~h1. 111hbtr-11rcll fronl·cnJ luaJ,rs .mil I 1q?.c 
,,hc~I haul;tge un11' Hct\\~&"n lhl''\e lv.\\ c'-
1rcmc"ii of 1ran,pn11:i1tcm h.111. c hctn nmk "'r1· 
haller) 1r11ck .mil lr1c,111m11'r h 1111.11:?~· 

\\'h~n a hil!h 1('1of rcqmr .. ·d 1111nnun(! lhl" 
f:tntOll\ rn-C\l:ilt' ll"lrlCI JOClf 111111111 'r C',llllC 

tnlo :iclmn, domJ! hi\ Jt•t. from .1 lu~h l.1dtl1 r 
m.1111p11l.11cd min po11;111011 hy frllo"' \\01L11u 11 
U\m~ r11pc hnc11; l 111 ho1,t111e '' .1 c11110~1h 
lh 11 h.1'1ii. \I01l(I the le\I ,,( l1;m•. :\ncl " ,1111 

m U\C' IOll.1\ 

( 1) <h .. • rnct"\ 31111 ~11\C'lnllll"lll 'lii.\lh,11l1l\ 

lh':' nn• l1nlht'4i m lht" ll"1r1ct 1H· rh.11.n.11•1111.I 

hy ·"'-·1)·1\pc "·'"" 11;111cc lhr J!l.hh ul 1h., 
Clll' J!r.1dt1,1ll\' chlllllll\hrlli 11111\\ ,11(1 111111( h.1111·11 

l!•1111ml 1' rc.1clt<"ll .'\lrho11J:%h lh1· t!' ·'"·•'1t•11 ,., 
more :ihrupl - m '"m"' c,1\\'"I onl) .t h'" h·i·r 
m M .1ml hip.her f1_•d11;, the ··c;;.111·c1 ( i11H1111I 
(\fC h\\\hc~ C\"IOUU("lnh :11(" \('r~ f!l:u.J.1111•11.11 
tirada11nnoil I\ pc nre hu1l1c' '1m1k11 111 1h1•1o.,· 
111 chc "Shrtl (j1n111111"' are ah rnd111u:d e 
cliu111g lime' of "''" mt"l.11 prrrr' 11111 .11l' 

rcwnrkc1I "hrn mcr:il puce' .uc lul!hl r 
a11cl ~·)\Cl llllll 111 '""'ll"l'\ Ut J!l .llllul \\"'Id 
\\'.ir II \t1h,lllic11r, Cl\pc."CI Ill) rc1m1111•cl lhl' 111111 
rn~ of nl11ch ln\\-~rac.lc nrc 

t .it ( omrmn!-!hng of nit' hom l\\n •H niorc 
p10Jl<'f11Clli nllcn h,1, pc1n11lh•d I 1111111 111 ll 
m1m open th:il orhrll'l'l' "1t11hl 11111 ha,,· h1"'11 
r1 nfi1.1hlr In '0111C' Cil\C\ cnmnnn(!hllJ!, \,I, il\ llC'l". 
Clli'lii.:lf\ m nulrr lo nu11r "''-'II nrL' I nll1c .. on 

;u)J.ICClll ru'p.:'rllC'\ that dul 1101 )111\11(\. 'q1,11,1IL' 

d11. 't.i1•1•11n111 

( 5) A rcduc1u1n in ro}·•") rail'\ hl.l"" ''" 
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INTRODUCTION 

This article ls a review of the 9eolo9y and related aspects of 

the Southeast Missouri Lead District. Tho•• aspects include: 1) 

importance, production, and 9rade, 2) location, subdistrict•, current 

producing mines, and •ini1\9 history, 3) atrati9raphy and structure, 4) 
forms of individual ore deposits and controllin9 structures, 5) 

mineralogy and para9enesis, 6) cathodoluainescence microscopy, 7) 

fluid inclusions, 8) trace elements, 9) isotope coapo•itions, 10) 

mineral and metal zoning, mineral asyametry, and possible directions 

of ore fluid flow, 11) age of mineralization, 12) 9enesis of the ore 

deposits,. lJ) exploration, and_ 14) environment and forest lands. The 

article has been modified and updated from a previous field 9uidebook 
paper (Ha9n1, 1986). 

IMPORTANCE, PRODUCTION, AND GRADE 

The Southeast Hissouri Lead District, the world's largest 

producer of lead since 1970 (15 percent of world production), has bean 

the lar9est producer of lead in the United States since 1907 (nearly 

90\ of U.S. production in 1988), except for 1962, when production was 

reduced by a prolonged labor strike. Production has declined slightly 
but stedu1ly s1ncc 1982, when the district produced 523,003 short tone 

of lead metal (U.S. Bureau of Hines Mineral Industry Surveys, 1983). 

The.decline in the price of lead and labor problems reduced production 

in subsequent years. A total of 382,489 short tons of recoverable 

lead metal WdS produced in 1985 that amounted to 90\ ot United States 

lead production (Esparza, 1989). 

The district is third in zinc production in the United States. 
lt yielded )9,9/2 short tons of zinc metal in 1988, which constituted 

16.percent of United States mine output (Esparza, 1989). The district 

placed M1ssour1 sixth among copper-producing states in the United 

Stdtes; l~,782 tuns ot copper metal were produced in 1988. The silver 

1n the d1str1ct occurs only in solid solution in the base metal 

sulfides, but i~ recovered from those minerals and ranked Hissouri 7th 
among bilver-produc1ng states in the United States. In 1988, l.2 
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million troy ounces, accounting for three percent of domestic sliver 

production, were recovered. The value of these four metals in 1985 

amounted to about 396 million dollars. Vtry small amounts (less than 

o.l percent) of cobalt and nickel are present in the ores of the 

southeast Missouri Lead District. Because large tonnages of ore are 

present, the district contains the second largest cobalt reserve Jn 

the United States, about 120 million pounds of cobalt metal (llagni, 

1983b). ~ 
Total production from the Viburnum Trend from 1~60 through 1984 '11111111111' 

was over 123 million tons of ore, yielding about 7.7 million tons ot 

lead, over one million tons of zinc, about 181,000 tons of copper, dnJ 

nearly 33 million troy ounces of silver (Wharton, 1986). The figures 

from that source calculate to an average grade of 5.B ~ercent lead, 

0.8 percent zinc, 0.14 percent copper, and about a quarter of an ounL~ 

silver per ton of ore, although the results for copper and silver arc 

low, due to the lack of metal data for some years. The cumulative 

value of the four metals recovered during those 25 years was about ~-I 

billion dollars. Production from 1985 through 1988 bring the total 

production figures for the Trend to about 146 million tons of ore, ~.I 

million tons of lead, 1.1 million tons of zinc, about 236,000 tons 01 
copper, 38.5 million troy ounces of silver. 

Total production from the older subd1stricts has been ~umm~r1zcu 

by Wharton (1981). The old Lead Belt subdistrict, from 1865 to 1972, 

produced 8.5 million tons of lead metdl. From 1915 to 1972, 228 

million tons of ore, with an average grade of 2.8 percent lead were~ 
produced in that subdistrict. Product1on from the Indian Creek '11111111111' 

subdistrict was 11early 15 million tons of ore, with d <Jrdue of dbuut 
2.5 percent lead. Production in terms of ledd mcldl Vdu abouL 0.6 

million tons from the Fredericktown subdibtrict and 20,000 tons tr0n1 

the Annapolis subdistrict. 
LOCATION, SUBDISTRICTS, CURRENT PRODUCillG MlllES, AllD Mlll!llG ltlSTOI<\' 

The Southeast Missouri Lead D1str1ct consists ot several m1n1ng 

subdistrict& in southeastern H1ssour1, around the core ot the 5t. 

Francois Mountains. 

of the subdistricts. 

t'1gure 1, r1·01nWha1ton (1975), shows the loc:..1tll•11 

1'he most recently dlsi..:ovtred d .. poslts oL<.:ur 111 

the Viburnum Trend, currently the only producer in the d1bt1 !Lt. 111L 

V1burnum Trend comprlbe" ten 111111e" di 1yn•·u d1-'1.iro"1111..1l.,Jy no1Lh-!..01.t 11 

over a distance ot aliout 45 m1lc"; 1t ei.tt:nub trom dl.iout r11:c 11i1lc:.. 

north of the town of V1burnum to more thdn 15 mlic:.. suuth 'at lhc Lu1111 

at Bunker. 

I) 
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The mines constituting the Viburnum Trend are shown in Figure 2, 

trom Voss (1988). The current company ownershlp and start-up dates 

tor the mines in the Trend are the given in Table l. 

Table 1. Company ownership, and start-up dates for mines in the 

Viburnum Trend. 

Viburnum No. 

Viburnum No. 

Viburnum No. 

Viburnum No. 

Kagmont mine 

June, 1968 

29 mine - Doe Run 

21 mine - ooe Run 

28 aune - Doe Run 

35 (Casteel) mine 

- Cominco American 

Company - November, 1964 

Company - July, 1960 

Company - January, 1962 

- Doe Run Company - August, 1983 

(operator) and Dresser Minerals 

Buick mine - Doe Run Company - February, 1969 (closed Hay, l~Hb 

and reopened early 1987) 

e 
-

Brushy creek mine - Doe Run Company - November, 1973 (closeJ /fay, 

1986 and reopened in 1988) 

West Fork mine - ASARCO Incorporated - September, 1985 

Fletcher mine - Doe Run Company - February, 1~67 

Sweetwater mine (Ozark Lead,·H1ll1ken) - ASARCO - June, 1968 

' (closed Hatch, 1983; reopened December, 1987) 

Hlning in the Viburnum Trend began at the Viburnum No. 27 mine in 

July, 1960. N1ne mines are currently producing from the Viburnum 

Trend: Nos. 29, 28, 35 (Casteel), Magmont, Buick, Brushy Creek, 

Fletcher, west Fork, and Sweetwater. The Viburnum No. 27 deposit 

been mined out and the mine closed in September, 1!178. VH,urnum llo. 

35 began production ln August, 1983. Production began in September, 

1985 at the West Fork m1ne, where two shafts were sunk 1n 1980 . 

Underground development at West Fork was suspended 1n October, 190~ . 

but resumed in October, 1983. The West fork mill was completed In 

June, 1983. The Sweetwater m1ne (formerly called M1ll1ken mine, <111<..I 

Ozark Lead mine) was closed by Kennecott 1n 1983, uut µurctaascd uy 

ASARCO and reopened 111 1987. An ore dcµo.,1t to the sout.hwcst ot 

Sweetwater, the Blair Creek Jepos1t, ls owned by P1onecr ~ore~t I.Jut 1~ 

undeveloped. 

Until 1964 t.he pr1nc1pal pru<luct1on came tram the Old I."ad llt:ll 

subdistrict, which JS dbOUt JO milt:" """t-no1·t11e<1:.t ot tire no11l1c1n 

end ot the Viburnum TrcnJ. The "ul.>d1str1ct was Qperato.!<..I by bl. Jue 

three divisions (nort.h to '-OUlh): l) Bonn., 'J'.,rt<l, 2) lca<..1wc.u<..1-1Jc::..l<"l~. 

l~ 
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and 3) federal Hines-Flat River. The st. Joe l•acl Compdny 

(subsequently called St. Joe Minerals corp0Tat1cm) was form<.:J 111 Ill•,. 

to 1une deposits in the Bonne Terre area auJ by l9JJ had become ti.• 

sole operator in the Old Lead llelt subd1 .. tr1i.;t, \1h1ch is mln<:J oul, 

the last operations hav1nq been 1n Octub.,r 1972. Milch ol Lho li:.r • .i I•' 

been donated to the State of Hissour i to form St. Jo~ :>t..i t c i'Jrk an.I 

Missouri Hines State Historical Site. 

Philip Renault., who was loadinq a Frt:nch expcd1t1on, oftr:n ,,. 

credited 11ith d1scover1ng le11d ore in !::ur~ace expo:;ure:.. 111 t lw 

southeast H1ssour1 Lead D1str1c.t in 1720 dt th<.: r•rcr-<:nl !Ott._ Ol 111" 

La Kotte in the Fredericktown !>UlJd1str1ct, t.ut the clc.po::11:0 '"-r'-

known to the Indians before the 18th centuty. Allhouqh 1~111111•1 111<1 

ceased in the Fredericktown subdistrict by 1961, 1-.nsch11t~ /11n1m1 

corpordtion announced in 1979 that it would dewater the: old t1.Hl1:..,,11 

mine to extract the re111a1nincf ore reserves for col.Jalt, cc.pp<,-, "" 1 

nlckcl (Brooke, 1981). However, the su1Jse11u.,nt <k1.;l 111._ '" Lh: I·• 1 

<>f i..obalt caused Anschutz to suspenJ dcvelop1n<J tl1c 11 .• <.11•.< 11 1• 11.ii.·1 

pro1ect and recently made an agreement with ~<1lconbr1J~· 1tJ. 11,, ~ 

dr1llinq on their properties. Discovery ot the llJ<JJon u pt.-1l, . .i_.,. • 
10 mile& northeast of Fredericktown, wc.s announced by J1<1t.1nn,J 1 ... .J 

Company in 19!>6. A Joint venture w1th Dunk.er 111 J l lf1nin•1 (1,irp ·i.·; · 

fanned and plans tor development 11ere anno11n1..cJ in l'H··\. ·,· . ., .!1 1 t I· 

sh..itts 11ere completed 1n 1967, but Loth ::;h.ilt:.; .uc 11u,·1 :.•.1 .. 1. 1 .. 

Hill bought out the llL Industries intcn ... ts 1n l'Jl.e ur11I :..111 _.'I''• 1i1 I; 

became a sub:;idu1ry .~t C11lf Resources dOd Chcm1cul Co11'"' 1r 1c.11 an 

l!J61l. 'l'he .. mall Sil.Es of the lliqJon d"(1u,.1t, comi'.H'--<J l•, .i. 1 ... 11 

the Viburnum Trend, has delayed further development. 

St. Joe discovered the Indian creek su1>..t1str1ct, liy d1·11I111•1. 

.. 9 
111 

April 1948 as a result of efforts to discover add1t1onnl \•id '' •·· 1 

to replace those of the Old Lead Belt which were nearly <>-luu:..L•d. '• 

is separate from and lies north of the main areas ot l~ud-21nc 

mineralization in the lead d1scr1ct. The interc!::Lln~ ta~tu1~ th~· 

to the discovery of the ore ucpos1ts "t 1r .. .l1un C1e1 Y. ,.r<.: "l.11 .. 1 " 

in-house 111emorandum by Richard I::. \~a<iner, and lJy uhl<- .1nd c.__, .I<"""' 

(this volume). 1'hcse include l) the uec1:.:1un t.;• :..t .. J.-.i:, 111 1·1.:., I .. 

'-xr~LO("C tur lc .. ,U ore out t.Jt.h! the oJU I L"'tJ lh l t, \Jl1•·1 • 1111 1. • • •· 

J11lctc.·~zt,J; J) er <lllllc1'~ .• 1tl<ll1t1l Lu ~1111·1• (•i~l ;, l11 1 J 111}1 

ant.I 4) the dut:l!>lon tu Liu addltlulldl <->t>tJon111•-J .inJ 111I11 IJ, I J. • 

t1a,._L! m111ctdlJ£al1un 

JI 

I ' 

I JI 
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and 3) Federal Hines-Flat River. The St. Joe I.eat! Cc.mpc111y 

(subsequently called St. Joe Minerals Corporation) was forml!.l in Ill• .. 

to JDine deposits in the Bonne Terre area au.l by 1931 had bcconol! tJ ,., 

sole operator in the Oltl Lead flelt subdh.tr1ct, \lhi.::h is mi ne:.J OLll, 

the last operations havin9 been in Octuber 1972. Milch ol Urn lur .. l h • 

been donated to the State of Missouri to form St. Jo~ St~tc PJrk a~l • 

Missouri Hines State Historical Site. 

Philip Renault, who was leading a French expedition, oft<: n i:; 

credited with discovering lectd ore in f:.urface expo:;ure:..; in tlw 

southeast Hissour i Lead Oistr ict in 1720 at th" 1•rl!r.cnt r. it o:: oL 11 ,, ,. 
La Motte in the Fredericktown subdistrict, Lut the de:po::il:; •r.: rc: 

known to the Indians before the 18th Cl!ntuLy. Allhou<Jh 111 i 11111.1 11 u l 

ceased in the Fredericktown subtlistri c t by 1961, f.nsc hul:! H1n i 11<J 

corporation announced in 1979 that it woultl dewater the: old 1t.lCl1 :...,, , 

mine to extract the remaining ore reserves for col.>ill t, copp< ,. , "n I 

rijckel (Brooke, 1981) . However, the sut.:;e11uent d..:<!I inc Ho l h i r·1 i 
of <.:obalt caused Anschutz to suspem.J develop1n<J the U.1<1 1>.(. 11 1• 11.ir .. 1 

projl!ct and recently 111aoJe an a<Jrcement with t"dlconbrhl<J·" 1 t .J. Le,.- ,,, 

drilling on their properties. Discovery of the J1ir1J o n u p <.: : • .rL, .d ,, ,. , 

10 miles northeast of Fredericktown, was announced IJy Jldt1 n nd 1 ., _ .i 

co .. pany in 19~6. A joint venture with Bunker Ifill 1t1nin•1 c .,rrl'·"'' , 

formed and plctns for development were announc.::J in l<Jt. •I . .,._,,. .!1 111 . . , 

shJtts were completed in 1967, but Loth ::;h.ilL:.> .ore 11u\I ~ •... 1 .. 1. J··, 

Hill bought out the HL Industries intcrc:>t» in l!J 'fo .rnd :..111. :; ··•I'" 111 1;· 

bcca111e a subsidiary . ~f Cult Resources dnd Chcr•ic..,J Co1pc.r .i rit.11 1n 

1!>6lf. 'l"hc t..JDetll size.· of t.hc lliqJon d' ~ ('u~it, cc.i111p.\lLd ti ~ d 1 1 .. , . 11 

the Viburnum Trend, has delayed further development. 
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St. Joe discovered the lndian Creek subdistrict, by dr1Il110•1, 11o 

April 1948 as a result of efforts to discover addit1on<'ll h1d r • ., .. , ., 

to replace those of the Old Lead Belt which were nectrl y t. ~luu :.: t cd. : 1 

is separate from and lies north of the main areas of leud-~ i nc 

mi ne1·a 11 zation in the lead discr ict. The intcrcst:.i n<J tu•:t.H":.. 111 .• . 

to the discovery of the ore ti..:po~its "'t. I11J i ..ao Crt..'r·k ,·.r e l ·· l~i'••I 11 

in-house memorandum by Rich11rd !::. Ua<1ner, and U'/ Ohl (: .ond C<- 1 .Jo .. •. ,,.,. 

(th i s volu111e) . 'l'hcsc include l) the dec1:.oiun Ly :.;t. .l r.c.: 111 1•1 .: .; 1 .. 

c><plot"c tor Jc-.uJ ore ou l. !.;j Llu the oJU f. L" .tU Jh · l1·, \Jh•·I • 111• 11 • 1 1: 

w..:!rc t.h.:i..:l i nln,J; .!) lu.1~c.!ti tt1 ~ 1L lu~IUdL·cJ J.u11I Jn \.'l 1ll h ~a - .1. • ' , 

J11Lct• t. ! ~lt.ll; J) ,, tl1 i llc1 1 :. .... •tl, ·m11L Lu \lt•l · J• ~ , .. 1 .. . t •' · . 111 . J 11 1J 1 I 11 

dnu 4) th" dee: is i on t o du ad,11 t io11 .. l opt1on i 11<.1 .111<.1 do i I J 11. J ' " 

tld .:..: u mllll.!&'dllZdt l un . lJJ~.;tJVct.' Y t.Jt l"ht.! \lldl .i ll \.
0

1'-•t : . ll l.ll 1 11 • 1 
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